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Abstract
The present study gathered data from 147 employees in two U.S. headquartered
multinational manufacturing companies. Participants responded to questions about their
work-related values, perceptions of the productivity of their work teams, and the degree
of operational integration between firms‟ foreign affiliate offices and their U.S. based
headquarters. Additionally, analyses were conducted to assess the relationship between
team productivity and psychic distance, which is a measure of country-level cultural
differences. Work values were assessed using The Values Scale (Neville & Super, 1989),
perceptions of team productivity were assessed used an instrument by Kirkman and
Rosen (1999), degree of operational integration was measured using a set of items
developed by Slangen (2006), and psychic distance was assessed using a scale created by
Hakanson and Ambos (2010). As expected, work values were found to be different
between a firm‟s headquarters and a foreign office and work values predicted perceptions
of team productivity when controlling for the age of the team. Psychic distance was
found to predict team productivity when team age was controlled, and a more highly
integrated degree of operational integration was found to relate to perceived productivity.
Contrary to expectation, a significant interaction was not found to exist between work
values, degree of integration, and psychic distance. However, a significant interaction
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was found between psychic distance and work values. Implications of the findings,
limitation of the data, and directions for future research are also presented.
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Chapter One: Study Overview
Introduction
Background of the problem. Business will continue to go global. As the world
becomes increasingly interdependent and as organizations seek product growth or even
survival, many companies are seeking success via expansion into international markets
and cross-cultural teams are becoming the norm for many organizations (Earley and
Gibson, 2004). While many factors are important to successful multinational business
ventures, an effective response to cultural differences between work teams has been
identified as amongst the most crucial. An organization can have the right business entity
in place, have an effective business mission and strategy, hold the necessary capital, gain
access to an open and profitable market, evidence a track record of successful operation
management and integration, but if a solid understanding of cultural differences between
work teams does not permeate the leadership ranks and translate to an appropriate
strategic response and targeted management tactics, the likelihood of a negative and
costly impact on team performance is high (e.g., Antia, Lin & Pantzalis, 2006; Hofstede,
1991; Schein, 1992; Zinzius, 2004). Amongst the factors necessary for a multinational
team (MNC) to realize high performance, researchers have found cultural factors to be
central to an MNC‟s performance (Cartwright & Price, 2003; Hofstede, 1991; Weber,
Shenkar, & Raveh, 1996). More specifically, differences between the cultures of an
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MNC‟s diverse work teams, often referred to as cultural distance or psychic distance and
based on differences in cultural values, are very often pointed to as a primary source of
strained working relationships, operational concerns, and performance problems
(Drogendijk & Slangen, 2006; Shenkar, 2001). The relationship between differences in
cultural values and organizational performance is complex, however, with some research
supporting the role that moderating variables have on performance (e.g., Bjorkman, Stahl,
& Vaara, 2007; Datta, 1991; Shenkar, 2001; Slangen, 2006; Stahl & Voigt, 2008; Zollo
& Singh, 2004).
Relationship between values and team productivity. The relationship between
cultural and organizational and team performance has been established, however,
findings have been conflicting and the vast majority of studies and analysis have been
with organizations that have expanded through merger or acquisition (M&A). Greenfield
or brownfield expansion into multinational markets has not been the focus of much
research in the field, leaving this area of investigation in need of attention. A good deal of
research has found that cultural differences, a construct measured in large part through
assessing differences in values between culture groups, and often referred to as cultural
distance or psychic distance, create barriers to organizational integration in a merger or
acquisition environment, increase operational costs, and decrease firm performance (e.g.,
Cartwright & Price, 2003; Datta & Puia, 1995; David & Singh, 1994; Hofstede, 1991).
Fewer M&A studies have found a positive or non-significant relationship between
cultural differences and firm performance (Barkema, Bell, Pennings, 1996; Morosini et
al., 1998). In a meta-analysis by Stahl and Voigt (2008) of 46 studies with a combined
2

sample size of 10,710 mergers and acquisitions, cultural differences were found to impact
sociocultural integration, synergy realization, and shareholder value. Specifically, a
statistically significant mean effect size of -.26 was found for the relationship between
cultural differences and stock returns for the acquiring firm. That is, 26% of the variance
in stock returns was explained by significant differences in culture, a figure that warrants
considered attention.
In the more limited MNC expansion literature, support has been found for the
impact that cultural / psychic distance has on firm performance, but findings have been
mixed. One study found that performance was negatively impacted by cultural distance
(Chang, 1995), with another study on U.S. expansion finding that U.S. affiliates whose
foreign affiliate teams originated from culturally dissimilar countries were more likely to
fail (Li & Guisinger, 1991). Consistent with Li and Guisinger‟s results were findings by
Berkema, Shenkar, Vermeulen, and Bell (1997) that organizations that gradually move
into countries with significant cultural differences were more likely to succeed than
organizations who moved more quickly and without careful vetting and multifaceted
planning. Another study found that large cultural differences were associated with lower
rates of foreign affiliate failure, although this research only evaluated joint venture
expansion, not MNC expansion via team formation from within the existing organization
or through new hire (Park & Ungson, 1997).
Team performance, often referred to in the literature as team effectiveness, is a
construct that encompasses many aspects of a team‟s performance from empowerment
and job satisfaction to organizational commitment and productivity among a host of
3

related outcomes. Such a broad range of outcomes has proven difficult to isolate and to
measure (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Pina et al., 2007). One team
effectiveness facet, team productivity, has been found to be an important outcome
variable and has been correlated with antecedent team member values (Kirkman &
Rosen, 1999; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), however, team productivity studies have been
based on broad culture variables and thus offer little insight into the subcultural dynamics
of a multinational firm‟s work teams. Given the paucity of research and breadth of the
team effectiveness construct, researchers support further exploration of the work values –
performance relationship. Pina et al. (2007) note in their comprehensive review of the
team effectiveness literature that the three dimensions related to the construct –
performance outcomes, attitudinal outcomes, and behavioral outcomes – are dependent in
importance upon a team‟s unique set of values as well as work tasks, a finding that
supports the proposed study‟s research question. They note that the research suffers from
a lack of exploration into these variables. Sagie and Elizur (1996) analyzed the literature
and theoretical foundations in the arena of work values using multidimensional
techniques and offer a model of the effects of work values on behavioral outcomes. Their
work supports a link between team-level work values and organizational performance, of
which team productivity is a facet, thus prompting a recommendation that further
research be conducted on this relationship.
In a meta-analysis of 46 studies on mergers and acquisitions and cultural
differences, Stahl and Voigt (2008) offer their own model explaining contradictory
findings observed in the literature suggesting that researchers have been comparing
4

“apples to oranges,” failing to distinguish between, among other variables, levels of
culture (national or organizational). Consistent with Pina et al. (2007), they contend that
researchers have not given enough attention to the process by which cultural differences
affect firm performance engaging in M&A ventures. Stahl and Voigt‟s approach, unique
in that it represents the first time that related bodies of work and findings have been
integrated and analyzed with robust psychometric analysis, resulted in findings
supporting a connection between cultural differences (values, practices, and basic
assumptions) and M&A performance outcomes (synergy realization and shareholder
value). Kirkman and Rosen (1999) tested the relationship between team empowerment
and effectiveness outcomes of 111 work teams of four U.S. organizations and found that
team empowerment significantly related to productivity (r = 0.64, p < .001). Of the
variables researched in their study, the correlations between team empowerment and team
productivity were amongst the most significant with an average of 0.47. The results of the
above mentioned studies plus those of other investigations that will be detailed in chapter
two, lend support for the contention that there appears to exist a relationship between
values and performance, namely a team‟s general productivity.
Culture definition and the link to values. Culture studies have been grounded
on various definitions of the concept, a fact that has complicated research, but researchers
tend to agree on the basic understanding of the term. Noted cultural anthropologist
Clifford Geertz (1973) offers one definition often referenced in the literature: “Culture
can be defined as an historically transmitted pattern of meanings embodied in symbols, a
system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic form by means of which people
5

communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes towards life"
(p. 89). An organizational culture is heavily influenced by the national culture it operates
within (Trice & Beyer, 1991). The surrounding national culture impacts organizational
members‟ behavior as a function of the impact culture has on beliefs, norms, and values
that individuals bring to their roles within the subculture of an organizational team (Sagiv
& Schwartz, 2000).

The foundational component of a group‟s culture is its set of

values. Values can be defined as a set of important and enduring beliefs or ideals about
what is good and desirable and what is not considered good or desirable. Values are
formed very early in an individual‟s life and are so heavily ingrained that they operate
largely out of a person‟s or a culture‟s awareness (Hofstede, 1991). Since values operate
at the core of an individual‟s psyche, they dictate how a person forms his/her worldview,
and thus how a culture and its members communicate, evaluate, and behave. In the
subculture of an organization, values have a major impact on how members set and
interpret rules, norms, and operational structures, ways of communicating, group
formation and sociocultural integration, synergy, and ultimately, financial performance
(Hofstede, 1991; Stahl & Voigt, 2008; Schwartz, 1999). Values can be categorized into
basic values (also referred to as life values), or more specifically in relation to a particular
life setting such as work or family. Values related to the work place, conceptualized as a
subset of basic values, are the ones of interest for the purposes of this study.
Theoretical drivers and frameworks overview. The conceptualization of
culture in cross-cultural management research has been driven by two broad sets of
concerns: (1) the relationship between management systems and economic development;
6

and (2) cultural values and their connection to managerial attitudes and behaviors.
Financial performance as an outcome variable was not seen in the research until fairly
recently. Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter‟s pioneering work, Managerial Thinking: An
International Study (1966) focused on leadership behavior and outcomes in a
multinational context and was the forerunner to later studies on the relationship between
cultural values and attitudes and behavior patterns of leadership. Culture was not defined
prior to this groundbreaking work, yet it was conceptualized as an independent variable
and through the 1970s was not a focus of research attention. One exception was
Triandis‟s (1972) development of a culture conceptualization framework. Triandis‟s
approach had limitations, however, in that it lacked a theoretical underpinning organizing
the constructs.
Cross-cultural organizational research was galvanized by Geert Hofstede (1991)
who studied work-related attitudes across over forty different cultures using a 160,000person sample. His work was the first comprehensive, empirical study building on the
work of other researchers, most notably Hall (1959) and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck
(1961). Hofstede distilled national and organizational differences between cultures into
four primary constructs: Individualism-collectivism, power distance, masculinityfemininity, and uncertainty avoidance. While Hofstede‟s model has received criticism for
over-simplifying variability within cultures and ignoring gender differences, it is widely
used in cross-cultural research and is arguably a good starting point for conceptualizing
cultural value systems. Value models of culture have seen an increased interest on the
part of researchers since Hofstede‟s work was initially published with the offering of
7

alternative frameworks (Maznevski et al., 1995; Trompenaars, 1993; and Smith, Dugan,
& Trompenaars, 1996). Gaining increasing attention is a model orientation model
developed by Schwartz (1999) that organizes cultural values into seven dimensions.
The most ambitious and comprehensive research to date on the effects of culture
on leadership and organizational outcomes is the GLOBE project (House et al., 1999), a
16-year study that investigated 62 cultures. The GLOBE study operationalized its
quantitative analysis using 9 scales based on large-sample studies and on the basis of
existing cross-cultural theory. The GLOBE study has multiple measures of culture based
on shared values of organizational employees or members of a society, and practices
arising from value sets. The GLOBE study has contributed a wealth of knowledge to the
field‟s understanding of how cultures across the world differ in their conceptual and
thinking orientations, communication styles, value orientations, and behaviors, and rivals
Hofstede‟s popular model in it‟s current attention by cross-cultural researchers
(Boyacigiller et al., 2003).
Degree of operational integration. Some researchers argue that the mixed
findings on the relationship between cultural distance and organizational performance are
due to incomplete research models (Slangen, 2006; Stahl & Voigt, 2008). While MNC
team performance moderators have not been the focus of significant research, several
scholars of M&A firm performance point to the importance of a moderating variable,
degree of operational integration, a variable the refers to the degree that a team‟s
operations, structures, systems, and ways of doing business are integrated with or made to
mirror the headquarters or center of operations. They argue that the mixed findings in
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firm performance following a merger or acquisition can be at least partially explained by
the effect that this variable has on culture distance (Datta, 1991; Very, et al., 1997).
Findings have been mixed regarding the impact that degree of operational integration
(DOI) has on firm performance with some researchers finding a positive influence of
higher levels of integration on performance (Datta & Grant, 1990; Shanley 1994; Zollo &
Singh, 2004). However, many of these tested models did not include culture distance and
the related value differences as variables. Among those researchers who have considered
culture distance as impactful on firm performance, high levels of operational integration
have been found to negatively impact firm performance in merger or acquisition
situations (Slangen, 2006; Vermeulen & Barkema, 2001) while lower levels have been
found to positively impact performance (Morosini et al., 1998; Vermeulen & Barkema,
2001). This researcher agrees that DOI has a significant impact on a team‟s productivity
and that this variable acts as a moderator between work values and team productivity.
Statement of the Problem
It is no longer a question of whether culture impacts organizational performance
and productivity in particular, rather what facets of cultural interplay are responsible and
how that impact is felt. Over the past 20 years, cross-cultural organizational research has
proliferated, with a specific focus on the impact that management systems, culture
variables, diversity, and leadership practices have on organizational outcomes. The
studies that have targeted organizational values have focused on the relationship between
national culture and organizational dynamics, generally building upon the models offered
by Hofstede, Kluckhohn, Triandis, Schwartz, and House et al. Most studies, while
9

contributing substantially to the existing literature, have explored cultural values from a
national perspective versus an organizational or workplace standpoint, generally selecting
one or two broad dimensions that are assumed to represent a range of nuanced cultural
values. Additionally, past research models have typically not included the influence of
relevant variables such as degree of operational integration and sociocultural integration,
and no studies were found that aggregated employee values of MNC teams in an effort to
understand either how values impact outcome variables within an organization or their
relationship to national cultures. Most past research has concentrated on the effects of
single values instead of recognizing the complex interdependent nature of value
structures (Homer & Kahle, 1988), or fail to recognize the necessary trade-offs people
must make between competing values in their behavioral manifestation (Schwartz, 1994).
The proposed study fills a gap in the literature by evaluating the relationship
between work values of MNC teams and team productivity. It also investigated the
relationship between cultural distance, degree of operational integration and the study‟s
outcome variable, team productivity. The literature has established that values are the
central components defining a culture, whether that culture is on a national,
organizational, or team level (Hofstede, 1991; Schwartz, 1992; Trice & Beyer, 1991).
Values, whether basic or work, have a direct impact on behavior choices, communication
style, working relationships, and strategy. It is the central tenant of this study that not
only do work values differ amongst teams within a multinational organization due to the
simple fact that MNC teams are based in different countries but that these differences in
value sets also impact how teams approach business within the same organization. A
10

further contention is that team productivity is ultimately impacted by variation in work
values and that this impact is influenced by degree of operational integration and cultural
/ psychic distance between the firm‟s headquarters and its foreign offices. The outlined
approach answers the scholarly call for a more comprehensive research model that can
move the existing literature on work values, cultural distance, and productivity forward in
a meaningful way.
Importance of Studying the Problem
The success or failure of multinational organizational teams remains only a
partially explained research area and the costs of failure are very high for organizations.
If this research model‟s variables – work values, cultural / psychic distance, and degree of
operational integration – are found to impact foreign affiliate team performance, the
findings translate to a valuable consultative intervention process allowing multinational
teams to work more effectively together through improved communication and
leveraging of team strengths. Leadership will have information they need to create
targeted strategic and operational plans to integrate, develop, and manage disparate
business cultures operating under the parent umbrella, thus maximizing productivity and
firm performance. Organizations considering international growth via foreign affiliate
expansion, greenfield expansion, merger, acquisition, or joint venture will be able to
more effectively vet opportunities and evaluate organizational problems. Integration
teams and expansion analysis teams will have important data to better evaluate growth
opportunities and make informed go/abort decisions. The proposed study not only moves
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the literature forward but also offers MNCs a pragmatic approach to effectively address
operational and expansion issues and improve firm performance.
Review of Variables and Measures
The independent variables in this study are work values, cultural distance, and
degree of operational integration. One control variable is included: age of team. The
outcome variable is team productivity.
The Values Scale, Second Edition, a 105-item self-report Likert style
questionnaire developed by Nevill and Super (1989), will be used to measure 21 values
of work team member study participants. Degree of operational integration will be
measured using an 11-item Likert type survey, cultural / psychic distance will be
measured using an index measure that aggregates factors that contribute to betweencountry cultural differences, and team productivity will be measured using a 6-item
Likert-type survey. Details of the measures are provided in chapter two.
Proposed Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Mean work values for the MNC‟s headquarters and a foreign office
are statistically significantly different.
Hypothesis 2a: Work values predict team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Hypothesis 2b: Cultural / psychic distance predicts team productivity when team
age is controlled.
Hypothesis 2c: Degree of operational integration predicts team productivity when
team age is controlled.
12

Hypothesis 3: Profiles for groups categorized by degree of operational integration
(high, low) and psychic distance (high, low) are significantly different across work values
when team age is controlled.
Limitations
There are a number of limitations that may be addressed in future research. First,
data will be gathered from middle managers and top leadership, limiting generalizability
of findings; work values of those in leadership may be significantly different from those
at other levels of the organization. Second, self-report data is inherently subject to
response bias arising from various motivations such as social desirability, leadership
satisfaction, or likeability. These are all factors that can lead to data confounded by such
variables. It is well recognized that personality characteristics such are values are difficult
to isolate and measure, however, the Values Scale is a well-established instrument that is
a recognized standard in the field with cross-cultural validation studies supporting its
content. Third, it is recognized that success of a work team is based on many factors in
addition to variables related to culture such as business entity, mission, strategy,
product/service line, market access, leadership skill and experience, competency of
employees and management, amongst other success factors. Fourth, sampling will be
conducted by purposive networking and may introduce bias into the selection process. In
spite of study anonymity, firms with few performance issues with their foreign affiliates,
or contrarily, organizations with acceptable or high levels of multinational team
performance may be more likely to participate, thus impacting generalizability of
findings. In spite of the limitations listed above, the current study offers an important and
13

unique contribution to cross-cultural multinational organizational research and will move
the literature forward at a critical time in the world‟s economy.
Definition of Terms
Culture. Culture can be defined as “…an historically transmitted pattern of
meanings embodied in symbols, a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic
form by means of which people communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge
about and attitudes towards life" (Geertz, 1973, p. 89).
Degree of Operational Integration (DOI). The degree that a team‟s operations,
structures, systems, and ways of doing business are integrated with or made to mirror the
headquarters or center of operations. Pablo (1994) defines DOI as “the making of
changes on the functional activity arrangements, organizational structures, and systems,
and cultures of combining organizations to facilitate their consolidation into a functioning
whole “ (p. 806).
Values. Values are a set of important and enduring beliefs or ideals about what is
considered good and desirable and what is not considered good or desirable in a
particular culture or subculture. Basic values are general life values formed from and
generally consistent across settings and situations encountered in an individual‟s life.
Work values are those values specific to the work place. Work values are related to basic
values in the sense that they are a subset of basic values and believed to be highly
correlated with basic values. Values are formed very early in an individual‟s life, are
greatly impacted by one‟s cultural upbringing and current environment, and are so
heavily ingrained that they operate largely out of a person‟s or a culture‟s awareness
14

(Hofstede, 1991). Since values operate at the core of an individual‟s psyche, they dictate
how a person forms his/her worldview, and thus how a culture and its members
communicate, evaluate, and behave.
Chapter Summary
Organizations will continue to expand into global markets. Building lucrative
multinational teams is a complex task with cultural factors repeatedly found to play
central roles in team- and firm-level success or failure. Values are the foundational
component of a culture‟s identity and an organization‟s way of doing business and
differences in values have been shown to impact firm performance. However, findings on
the relationship between values and firm performance have been mixed with some
researchers pointing to several areas where research models could be improved. The
relationship between work values and one facet of firm performance/effectiveness, team
productivity, lacks research. The cost of failure of an MNC team can be very high with
ripple effects reaching across an organization, and in some cases, an economy. The
literature is in need of more comprehensive, robust models to help leadership teams
address performance problems and build MNC teams that have the best chance of
achieving success, bridging cultural divides, and capitalizing on differences.
Chapter one provided the background necessary for the reader to understand the
nature of culture, values, degree of operational integration, and these variables‟
hypothesized relationship to team productivity. The chapter also included a statement of
the problem, importance of studying the problem, review of the variables and measures
associated with the study, hypotheses, discussion of the limitations of the study, and a
15

definition of terms. Chapter two will present a review of the literature relevant to this
study and chapter three will present methodology and procedures used in the research
design.
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Chapter Two: Review of Selected Literature
Introduction
As the world economy continues to rely on interdependent relationships for its
growth opportunities, indeed its mere survival, understanding the cultural dynamics in
play is nothing less than critical for researchers, political heads, and organizational
leaders. Far from a research “fad,” understanding how culture impacts organizations
continues to be recognized by scholars and leaders as critical in analyzing and operating
organizations. Many problems that in the past had been categorized under the heading of
“communication failures” or “teamwork issues” are increasingly, and more accurately,
diagnosed as issues with cross-cultural communication and successful blending of
operations and systems (Schein, 1985). The cost of failure to realize successful
intercultural relationships is very high and the ramifications can be far-reaching,
impacting entire multinational organizations, and even international political
relationships and trade agreements. On the other side of the coin, when cultural issues are
accurately understood and differences in ways of doing business are leveraged as the
assets they have the potential to be, the results can be extraordinary, surpassing even
liberal optimistic expectations.
Understanding the role that cultural factors, and values in particular, play in
organizational life is motivated by the recognition that individual behavior can largely be
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explained by cultural values and the synergy, or lack thereof, between values of an
organizational work group and the larger organizational whole. Values are related to
career decisions, behavior on the job, leadership decisions, corporate social responsibility
and ethical decision-making, and problems related to cross-border business and trade
(Stackman, Pinder, & Connor, 2000). How a person views the world and him- or herself
leads to a set of values which in turn leads to variation in behavior, ways of interpreting
the world and events, interacting and communicating. However, while culture has been
established as a construct with significant explanatory power of organizational
performance, and on a broader scale of country-level economic success, the study of
work values and their relationship to multinational corporation firm- or team-level
performance outcomes has yet to receive ample attention. As Thomas Friedman remarks
in his thought provoking work of the same name, the world is “flat” in the sense that
cultures are increasingly reliant upon each other for economic stability and growth.
Learning to work effectively together is not a choice for organizations and for nations – it
is nothing less than a necessity. The time has never been better to move the literature
forward in the arena of cultural values and team performance and is thus the focus of this
study.
An organization may choose to go global for many reasons: to capitalize on
profitable processes and operations by expanding ones‟ footprint with the goal of
replicating success, to expand into new and growing markets, or to gain access to cheaper
costs of labor outside the firm‟s home borders, among other drivers. While a
multinational corporation‟s (MNC) values and the relationship to performance outcomes
18

is not well understood, there is substantial literature on cultural variables related to crosscultural business expansion through merger, acquisition, and joint venture. As a
consequence, this project‟s theoretical framework comes chiefly from the multinational
merger and acquisition literature. In addition to a relative dearth of studies of MNC
values and organizational performance, the literature has focused on national culture and
its impact on organizational outcomes and less on organizational culture. Further, the
independent and combined influence of the variables, psychic distance and degree of
operational integration has rarely been considered in research models. Degree of
operational integration is supported by the literature as a variable with significant impact
on cross-border performance (Datta, 1991; Slangen, 2006; Stahl & Voigt, 2008).
However, research into it‟s relationship to team outcomes is sparse. Team performance,
generally referred to in the literature as team effectiveness, is a construct that
encompasses many aspects of a team‟s performance from empowerment to job
satisfaction to organizational commitment among a host of related outcomes. Such a
broad range of outcomes has proven difficult to isolate and to measure (Cohen & Bailey,
1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Pina et al., 2007). One team effectiveness facet, team
productivity, has been found to be an important outcome variable and has been correlated
with antecedent team member values (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Kirkman & Shapiro,
2001), however, team productivity studies have been based on broad culture variables
and thus offer little insight into the subcultural dynamics of a multinational firm‟s work
teams.
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With recognition that national values influence, but are rarely identical to,
workplace values in operationalized human behavior, the present study addresses several
gaps in the MNC literature by (1) analyzing the role that cultural distance plays in
organizational outcomes while focusing on aspects of culture that have been shown to
play significant roles in organizational outcomes, namely work values (2) analyzing
organizational values thereby avoiding the assumption that a narrow set of national
cultural dimensions can act as proxies for individual values within a work group, (3)
measuring work values using a well-established tool designed to capture more nuanced
aspects of work value differences across cultural groups than the often-used but narrow
Hofstede cultural dimensions, (4) recognizing the critical role that degree of operational
integration plays in the performance outcomes of a multinational team, (5) focusing on
only one aspect of team effectiveness, team productivity, a choice that lessens the
likelihood of multicollinearity amongst the highly related facets of team effectiveness.
The following chapter reviews relevant and significant literature related to the variables
under investigation in this study, provides a theoretical understanding of the constructs
being investigated, and builds a rationale for the research model.
The Culture Construct
Early culture research. Culture has been a centerpiece of scholarly and
practitioner inquiry for centuries, spanning diverse fields of study from psychology,
anthropology, and sociology to business, politics, and economics. Philosophers of the
Middle Ages, in their isolation, held a universal view of people and behavior,
unquestionably assuming that one‟s own people‟s world views were superior. A notable
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exception was Herodotus (460-359 BC) who was amongst the first philosophers to write
about how groups of people tend to view themselves as the centers of the universe and
that their own ways of doing things are “good” whereas others‟ ways are “bad.”
Herodotus‟ understanding of people and their ethnocentric belief systems and consequent
behavior was remarkably sophisticated for the time period and was a forerunner to
modern conceptualizations of culture (Berry, 2003). The Renaissance saw continued
ethnocentric approaches to other peoples and an assumption that groups went through a
development from “savage” to “civilized.” This assumption continued until the twentieth
century when the notion of culture as shared norms, customs and world views were seen
as explanatory factors of diversity in behavior between peoples.
The twentieth century saw a surge in interest in culture and its definition.
Kluckhohn (1954) and Klineberg (1954) contributed to the construct‟s conceptualization,
as did Triandis (1972) who distinguished between objective and subjective culture.
Objective culture includes observable and tangible elements such as artifacts and
structures whereas subjective culture includes a group‟s beliefs, attitudes, stereotypes,
categorizations, norms, ideals, roles, tasks, and values. Triandis‟s (1972, 1994) model
stressed concepts such as assumptions, tools, norms, and values undergirded by the belief
that perception and cognition depend on data gleaned from one‟s environment.
Information that one pays attention to in any given environment is selectively sampled
and weighted differently based on cultural factors. For example, a person from a culture
that values hierarchy is more likely to acknowledge cues related to hierarchy than
elements of the individualistic self (Berry & Triandis, 2006).
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The twentieth century also witnessed the development of various methods of
measurement of the culture construct as well as several definitions from the field‟s
scholars. Kluckhohn (1954) conceived of culture as “to society what memory is to
individuals.” Barkow, Cosmides and Tooby (1992) identified three kinds of culture:
metaculture, evoked culture, and epidemiological culture arguing that psychology is the
foundational component of a society and biological evolution underlies psychology.
Biology and geography are recognized as directly related to aspects of a people‟s
development (e.g., climate is related to choice of clothing material and color). Klineberg
(1980) contributed to the literature by exploring the extent to which language influences
thought processes. During these early years of research into the culture construct many
aspects were investigated, yet a common definition was still being honed. Boyacigiller et
al. (2003) summarized a shared set of assumptions about culture from the influential
work of Kleinberg (1989), Louis (1983), Sackmann (1992), and Schein (1985):
The core of culture is composed of explicit and tacit assumptions or
understandings commonly held by a group of people; a particular configuration of
assumptions/understandings is distinctive to the group; these
assumptions/understandings serve as a guides to acceptable and unacceptable
perceptions, thought, feelings and behaviors; they are learned and passed on to
new member of the group through social interaction; culture is dynamic – it
changes over time. (p. 100)
As the culture construct was being supported by a comprehensive body of research in
these early years of study, various facets of culture were being explored resulting in lines
of research recognizing the complex nature of culture and the many applications that the
concept held for scholars and practitioners in many professional fields. Organizational
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and management cross-cultural research is one major area of research interest, and it is to
this domain that this literature review now turns.
Cross-cultural organizational research. The study of organizational culture has
interested researchers and practitioners for decades. In his 1951 book, The Changing
Culture of a Factory, Elliott Jacques delved into the inner workings of a manufacturing
subculture, defining culture as a shared set of behaviors required for organizational
members to be accepted by the its existing members. Following his extensive work with
organizational management and culture, Schein (1985, 1992) offered a more complex
definition of the culture of a group: “A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group
learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has
worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members
as the correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems” (Schein,
1992, p. 12). In the popular business literature, organizational culture and climate
received a great deal of attention by academia and business leaders alike with the
publication of Peters and Waterman‟s (1982) book, In Search of Excellence. The 1980s
and 1990s saw contribution to the field by many scholars researching various facets of
well-functioning and poorly functioning corporate cultures.
Yet an organizational culture does not operate in a vacuum. It is a product of
many influencing elements, namely sociocultural environment. To understand how and
why the subculture of an organizational entity functions, the larger, societal-level cultural
influences must be considered (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott & Meyer, 1994). While
much of the research in the United States suffered from an ethnocentric view of
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management practices and cultural/climate analysis, interest in the multinational
enterprise and thus the impact that national culture has on organizational behavior can be
traced as far back as the late 1950s. The work of Harbison and Myers (1959), Farmer and
Richman (1965), and Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter (1966) was pioneering and encouraged
researchers to recognize culture as an independent variable in leadership and
organizational studies. These early studies were strongly multidisciplinary and were
aimed at investigating the relationship between management and economic development,
as well as various systems of management. Culture, while clearly recognized as
instrumental in the work, was not the primary construct of interest. This line of research
was premised on the convergence hypothesis of socioeconomic development, which
predicted the eventual convergence of cultures and management principles and practices.
While no longer holding the same interest for researchers in the cross-national
comparative research, this thesis continues to hold an important theoretical position in the
field.
Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter‟s groundbreaking publication, Managerial Thinking:
An International Study (1966), focused on managerial attitudes and was the forerunner to
later research that sought to explore the connection between cultural values and
leadership attitudes and actions. This extensive and robust study was amongst the first to
explore whether managers in other cultures held different attitudes towards organizational
and leadership practices. The assumption at the time was that culture coincided with
national boundaries and national identity was assumed to be a constant, non-nuanced set
of characteristics related to individuals within that culture. The authors found, however,
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great similarity among managers of the nations studied. So, a French manager would
have a greater likelihood of sharing attitudinal characteristics with, say, a Chilean
manager than with a French non-manager. In fact, differences among individuals within
countries were found to be about 2.5 times as great as differences among countries with
groups of countries often widespread geographically sharing attitudinal characteristics.
Consequently, the hazards of stereotyping based on national culture expectations were
emphasized in this study. Haire et al.‟s findings not only supported the existence of
cultural differences between countries, but also the fact that organizational cultures seem
to have their own cultures. The antecedents of those cultural differences would be
explored in future research.
The aftermath of World War II positioned the U.S. as the world‟s dominant
economic power. The 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s were characterized by continuing
economic growth and international expansion on the part of U.S. corporations. The
growing international and cross-border activity for many organizations created a need for
leaders to better understand the economic and political environments of the countries they
operated in or into which they sought entry. Ironically, in spite of the interest in working
with international markets and multinational workforces, little research was directed
towards the inevitable bias that American cultural values had on the research itself (Adler
& Jelinek, 1986; Boyacigiller & Adler, 1991; Hofstede, 1984). Even though crosscultural organizational research was being pursued, U.S. bias was simply not considered
when developing approaches to MNCs. Amazingly, cultural research findings were
deemed relevant regardless of the national culture to which they were being applied!
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Globalization and the stunning growth of emerging economies have given
multinational organizational research a shot in the arm. Modern researchers have learned
from the field‟s pioneers and recognize the complex nature of the study of culture and its
influence on an organizational entity, as well as on approaches to and interpretation of the
research itself. Despite a more sophisticated awareness, however, the field continues to
fail to acknowledge the nuances of culture, assuming that a national culture is defined by
a too-broad set of values and perceptions, often without consideration of other
influencing variables. However, major models of cross-cultural organizational research
have emerged. The most influential frameworks are reviewed in the following section.
Frameworks of cross-cultural organizational research. What most cultural
conceptualization frameworks have in common, whether they are focused on
investigating societal approaches to one‟s environment and to others, or they are
interested in organizational or team-level subcultures, is a recognition that value
differences are at the heart of cultural differences. The pioneering work of Kluckhohn
and Strodtbeck (1961) has established a foundation upon which subsequent research has
drawn. Their model rests on five universal issues faced by all societies and individuals:
1.

What is the character of innate human nature? (human nature orientation)

2.

What is the relationship of people to nature? (man-nature orientation)

3.

What is the temporal focus of human life? (time orientation)

4.

What is the modality of human activity? (activity orientation)

5.

What is the modality of a person‟s relationship to other people?
(relationship orientation)
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Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck observed three possible solutions that individuals and
societies create to address these five problem areas:
1.

Human nature is either evil, a mixture of good and evil, or good

2.

Humans are either subjugated to nature, in harmony with the wilderness,
or seek mastery over nature

3.

Orientation to time is either more present-centered, past-centered, or
future-centered

4.

Humans are either in a state of being, a state of being-in-becoming, or a
doing/action-based state

5.

Individuals have relationships with others based on either hierarchy,
equality, or merit

Condon and Yousef (1975) extended Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck‟s model by adding six
spheres of universal problems that all societies must address: (1) the self, (2) the family,
(3) society, (4) human nature, (5) nature, and (6) the super-natural. The six spheres,
interdependent in their functioning, are comprised of between three and five orientations
with three possible solutions for each dimension. According to the researchers, all
variations may exist within a culture but there may be variation in the manifested
preferences for a particular response to a universal problem.
Hall (1976) offered a view of cultural differences that focused on the notion of
context. In his conception, cultures can be seen to exhibit either a low- or high-context
style. A low context culture is one whose people tend to employ direct verbal expression
with few assumed shared assumptions. A high context culture tends to use indirect verbal
expressions with many unspoken assumptions about values and ways of behaving and
interrelating. A culture that values a direct, low-context approach is defined by four
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features: (1) the situational context is underemphasized, (2) self-expression, verbal
sophistication, and articulate communication is highly valued, (3) important information
is not assumed to be in the shared domain and is thus verbally and directly
communicated, and (4) opinions are offered and generally accepted. A high-context
culture values an indirect approach and consists of a different set of identifying features:
(1) explicit verbal messages are underemphasized, (2) harmony is highly valued which
manifests in use of ambiguous language, (3) important information is generally
communicated in contextually- and situationally-based cues, and (4) people tend to resist
addressing a point directly, instead speaking around it which manifests in avoidance of
using the word, “no” (Hall, 1976).
As one can see in the description of a low-context culture, value is placed on
expressing one‟s uniqueness. Individual worth, distinctive ways of being, and the
formation of a personal identity are emphasized. Linear logic is stressed, fluency in
reading nonverbal messaging is not viewed as important, feelings and intuitive
knowledge is not highly valued or accepted in communications, and clear, direct
messaging is encouraged. Contrarily, a high-context culture values blending with the
group and avoiding ways of standing apart from the collective. Humility, harmony and
agreeableness are highly valued and supported in interactions and relationships. Spiral
logic is emphasized, fluency in reading nonverbal messages is taught early in life and
constitute as much or more information as direct messages, feelings are very important
sources of data and the human experience, ambiguous communications are the norm and
expected, and too-direct communication is considered rude and insensitive (Hall, 1976).
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Geert Hofstede‟s seminal offering, Culture’s Consequences: International
Differences in Work-Related Values (1980), summarized cultural differences into an
accessible set of universal dimensions, upon which a great deal of research has been built
and replicated. Hofstede‟s model was very well researched and built upon the value
orientations work of Kluckhohn (1951), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), and Kroeber
and Parsons (1958), among others. Hofstede studied work-related attitudes and business
approaches across over forty different cultures using a 160,000-person sample of IBM
employees across the globe. In the IBM subsidiaries studied, offices were staffed
primarily with local nationals, including roles in key positions. IBM was interested in
understanding what accounted for the disparity in how business was conducted and in
team performance amongst its various affiliates; culture seemed to be the general factor
responsible.
Hofstede‟s work resulted in a distillation of national and organizational
differences between cultures into four primary constructs: Individualism-collectivism,
power distance, masculinity-femininity, and uncertainty avoidance. The dimension,
Confucian dynamism, was added later following a collaboration with Michael Bond.
According to Hofstede, the dimensions “describe basic problems of humanity with which
every society has to cope; and the variation of country scores along these dimensions
shows that different societies do cope with these problems in different ways” (Hofstede,
1980, p. 313). Although Hofstede‟s model has received criticism for over-simplifying
variability within cultures and ignoring gender differences, his original study‟s findings
have been replicated and expanded upon over the years by many organizational culture
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and climate researchers, establishing with a reasonable degree of confidence the
generalizability and reliability of his findings and the resultant model (Bond, 1988; Kogut
& Singh, 1988). Hofstede‟s findings are widely used in cross-cultural research and are
arguably a good starting point for conceptualizing cultural value systems. Indeed,
Culture’s Consequences has become a classic and is one of the most cited sources in the
Social Sciences Citation Index (Hofstede, 2001). Hofstede‟s work has been tremendously
influential inspiring countless studies into related lines of research and numerous
replication studies. Accessible by leaders and professionals across many related fields,
his original study has been followed by copious contributions to the field and
collaborations with other researchers. In addition to ongoing research into the cultural
dimensions articulated by Hofstede, measures have been developed for all four original
dimensions with the well-known individual-collective dimension continuing to receive
the majority of scholarly and managerial interest.
Hofstede was not the first to organize cultural differences along dimensions, but
he was the first to take such a comprehensive, empirically supported approach to crosscultural research. Recently, however, the field has seen increased interest in empirically
developed value models of culture, due in no small part to the pioneering work of
Hofstede and the scholars upon whose work he built his model. For example, Maznevski,
DiStefano, and Nason (1995), Trompenaars (1993), and Smith, Dugan, and Trompenaars
(1996) have created instruments that operationalize Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck‟s (1961)
value dimensions. Schwartz (1992), and Schwartz and Sagiv (1993) developed a
framework and supporting measures that have gained attention in the field and have been
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used in many related studies. The Schwartz Values Survey, notable not only for its strong
theoretical base and comprehensive approach to values measurement, operationalizes
Schwartz and Sagiv‟s findings culled from 80 samples across 40 countries. Schwartz‟s
model expanded the work of values researcher, Rokeach (1973) by building upon his list
of 18 “terminal” and 18 “instrumental” values that purported to apply to the various roles
and environments in which people find themselves. Schwartz and his colleagues
expanded the list of values and domains to which they group, clarified definitions and
further fleshed out the definitions of the values, and developed a well-researched and
empirically supported set of measures. The Schwartz model organizes 56 individual
(basic) values into seven dimensions: egalitarianism, harmony, embededdness, hierarchy,
mastery, affective autonomy, and intellectual autonomy. Schwartz and Sagiv‟s findings
are visually represented in a circumplex wherein values close to each other on the
diagram are compatible and those furthest apart are incompatible. Schwartz argues that
values are situational, contextual, and multifaceted, factors that differentiate this model
from others (Schwartz, 1992; Stackman, Pinder & Connor, 2000).
Schwartz‟s study asked respondents to complete the Schwartz (1992) value
survey in their native language by rating the importance of 56 values. Value meanings
were vetted so that they had generally consistent interpretations across cultures.
Multidimensional scaling techniques were then applied to the 56 values resulting in 45
values suitable for comparison. In order to test the validity of the structure of the culturelevel value types, a similarity structure analysis was performed on data from
approximately 35,000 individuals from 122 samples representing 49 countries. Mean
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importance scores were correlated between groups with the results fully supporting
Schwartz‟s theorized content and structure. Schwartz‟s research, contribution to theory,
and values measurement has been influential in the field, serving as foundational
components for much related research.

Figure 1. Schwartz theoretical model of relations among ten motivational types of values
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The most ambitious and comprehensive research to date on the effects of culture
on leadership and an array of organizational performance and effectiveness outcomes is
the GLOBE project (House et al., 1999), a 16-year study that investigated 62 cultures
with research assistance from 170 social and management scientists across the world.
Data were collected from 17,300 managers in 951 organizations across the globe with the
broad goal to “test various hypotheses concerning relationships between the core societal
culture dimensions on the one hand and dimensions of culturally endorsed implicit
leadership theories, organizational cultures, and independently collected measures of the
psychological, physical, and economic well-being of the members of the culture studied
on the other” (Chhokar, Broadbeck, & House, 2007, p. 9). The GLOBE study, an
acronym that stands for Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness,
operationalized its quantitative analysis using 9 scales: (1) assertiveness, (2) future
orientation, (3) gender egalitarianism, (4) humane orientation, (5) institutional
collectivism, (6) in-group collectivism, (7) performance orientation, (8) power distance,
and (9) uncertainty avoidance. These dimensions were selected based on large-sample
studies and on the basis of existing cross-cultural theory from noted researchers in the
field including, among others, Hofstede, Bond, Kluckhohn, Strodtbeck, McClelland, and
Putnam (Chhokar, Brodbeck & House, 2007). The scales were developed after a review
of the literature, and items were written using an international team. Items were translated
and back-translated for each cultural sample target. Unidimensionality of the scales was
tested in a pilot study by aggregating the items to the societal level of analysis and then
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conducting factor analyses on the item means. Next, reliability of the scales was analyzed
by using the correlation matrices for these item means. A second pilot study was
conducted to replicate the factor analyses in the first pilot, and to assess the factor
structure of additional culture and leadership items that were added to the GLOBE survey
in response to results from the first pilot. Following the pilot studies, reliability was again
computed using Cronbach‟s alpha on the item means and the aggregation of the scales
was assessed using one-way ANOVAs.
The GLOBE study has contributed a wealth of knowledge to our understanding of
how cultures across the world differ in their conceptual and thinking orientations,
communication and leadership styles, and organizational and societal behaviors. The
project employs multiple measures of cultural behavior based on shared values measured
both at the organizational member level as well as the societal level across the 62
countries investigated. The strength of the GLOBE study lies in its breadth and
comprehensiveness; the sheer number of national cultures studied, its etic (a general view
of culture) and emic (culture-specific) focus, and an empirically sound and wellsupported mixed methods approach to the research based on an established theoretical
footing (Boyacigiller, et al., 2003).
Cultural values as a construct. Researchers agree that culture manifests in an
organization in ways ranging from observable artifacts, to shared values, to the deepest
layer of culture identity expressed in deeply held ideological beliefs that are difficult to
accurately ascertain and quantify (Rousseau, 1990; Schein, 2004; Trice & Beyer, 1993).
Research has supported the contention that values, whether those values are basic values
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meaning related to one‟s individual approach to life in general, or situation specific
(work, family) likely represent the deepest layer of culture that can be measured
empirically (Rousseau, 1990; Schein, 1992), encouraging investigators to focus on values
as a viable means to access the latent culture variable. Kluckhohn (1951) defines a value
as “a conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a
group, of the desirable which influences the selection from available modes, means, and
ends of actions” (p. 19). Rokeach (1968) defined a value as “a type of belief…about how
one ought or ought not to behave, or about some end-state of existence worth or not
worth attaining” (p. 124). Hofstede (1980) notes that values have magnitude and
direction. A value varies in its degree of importance to a particular person and may even
hold a negative connotation, or a position of “devalue.”
Schwartz‟s (2006) research across more than 70 countries led to the development
of a values theory based on 10 distinct values specified by dynamics of conflict and
congruence. Across cultures, the order of association for the set of 10 basic personal
values followed a predictable pattern with a trait, attitude, background item, or behavior
correlating most positively with one value and most negatively with another in an
expected pattern (Schwartz, 2006). Schwartz‟s typology rests on the assumption that
people translate the needs and demands in their environment into concepts expressed in
the language of values. Values are responses to three universal requirements with which
all individuals and societies must wrestle: needs of individuals as biological organisms,
social demands and interactions with others, and requirements for the uninterrupted
functioning and survival of groups of people. The 10 values groupings arise from these
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three universal realities (Schwartz, 1992). Acting in a way that supports one value may
conflict with or support another basic value. Essentially, a cost-benefit analysis is
conducted in the course of values-related decision-making, a process that is usually out of
conscious awareness. Mean correlational and structural space analysis of the match
between observed and theorized item content and theoretical foundation of the values in
each of 155 samples across 55 countries revealed that the 10 value types are
discriminated in most cultures studied (Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Data
also indicated that the values showed expected conflict and congruence relationships, and
that 45 of the values have cross-culturally consistent meanings (Ros & Schwartz, 1999).
Schwartz notes that these values can serve as foundation for indexes of the importance of
each of the 10 value types for individuals for use in comparing groups. A common
problem in values research is the concern over whether conceptual meanings are
relatively similar across cultures. Schwartz‟s work is amongst the first to address this
pervasive issue (Ros & Schwartz, 1999).
Work values. Work values can be understood as values specific to the work
setting and, like basic (life) values, are thought to pertain to desirable end-states or
behavior. One definition referred to often in the literature is offered by Pine and Innis
(1987): work values can be understood as “an individual‟s needs and priorities and
consequent personal dispositions and orientations to work roles that have the perceived
capacity to satisfy those needs and priorities” (p. 280). Nord, Brief, Atieh, and Doherty
(1988) refer to values as “the end states people desire and feel they ought to be able to
realize through working” (p. 2). Work values have various degrees of priority for any
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individual and while they are specific to the work setting, they are broader than any
particular job. Since they are specific to one area of an individual‟s life, work values are
believed to consist of a shorter, more specific list than basic values.
Most researchers e.g., Alderfer, 1972; Borg, 1990, Crites, 1961; Mottaz, 1985;
Pryor, 1987) identity the same three types of work values: (1) intrinsic or self-actualized
values (i.e., job fulfillment, achievement), (2) extrinsic or security / material values (i.e.,
benefits, working conditions), (3) social or relational values (i.e., social relationships with
colleagues, respectful communication patterns). Although generally paralleling the field‟s
three value sets, Elizur (1984) conceptualized a somewhat different set of values
organizing them into (1) instrumental-based values, (2) cognitive outcomes, and (3)
affective needs. Ros and Schwartz (1999) suggest a fourth type of work value that taps
prestige, power, influence, and authority. This grouping is based on empirical research by
O‟Connor and Kinnane (1961), and Pryor (1987) and reanalysis of past studies by Ros
and Schwartz (1991) that recognizes a distinctive “power” set of work values that most
researchers categorize under intrinsic and extrinsic work value groupings.
Although a great deal of research has delved into the measurement of work values
and attitudes, little research exists exploring the basic structure of work values and the
differentiation of work values from basic life values. Further, a controversy exists
amongst researchers regarding whether there is any significant scholarly or pragmatic
benefit in differentiating between basic values and work values (Elizur & Sagie, 1999;
Schwartz, 1994; Seligman & Katz, 1996). Theoretically, one‟s work values should not be
markedly inconsistent with one‟s values outside the workplace, regardless of whether or
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not those values are met in any particular job or career. In response to this little explored
area, Seligman and Katz (1996) investigated values in relation to specific issues and
argue that stability of a basic values system must exist in order to express the coherence
of the self over time and situation. However, the multiple-value-system theory contends
that context exercises influence over how a person experiences and prioritizes values. On
balance, argue Seligman and Katz, values by their very nature and foundational
components are informed and influenced heavily by one‟s basic value system, thus
supporting a contention that their shift situationally would be insignificant.
The focus of values research has been on understanding the ways that basic values
relate to attitudes, behavior, and social roles. While some research has focused
specifically on work related values (e.g., Elizur, 1984; Hofstede, 1984; Super, 1980), few
have examined how work values correspond to basic values. Two studies are known to
exist that are predicated on the contention that work values must be conceptualized and
understood within the broader theory of basic values. Ros & Schwartz (1999) attempted
to integrate an established theory of life values with research on work values and related
aspects of work. An abbreviated version of the established basic values instrument, the
Schwartz Value Survey, was administered along with a new measure developed from an
extensive review of the work values literature (including research from the Meaning of
Work research project) and aimed at assessing work values, were both administered to
999 adult, urban respondents from Israel. Background and opinion data were also
gathered. Hypotheses of the content and structure of values were tested using smallest
space analysis, a nonmetric multidimensional scaling technique widely used in the values
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literature. Factor analysis fully supported hypothesized relationships between basic and
work values, however some groups of work values (social and prestige values) also
related to other bipolar dimensions though not as strongly. In addition, Ros and Schwartz
found that meaning related to work was independent of differences in its importance and
that differences in meaning of work are related to work experiences. In other words, like
basic values research, how an individual feels about a particular work value is related to
one‟s experiences with that value in the work place. Ros and Schwartz note, however,
that their findings are based on one sample and in need of replication studies across
different populations.
Ros and Schwartz‟s (1999) findings offer support for their argument that values
are goal-motivated, a notion that the authors contend, justifiably so, conflicts with the
classical cognitive, affective, and instrumental categorizations of value structure
conceptualization. This contention appears to have been supported by their findings since
the basic values measure employed was founded on Schwartz‟s empirically-supported
theory of motivational, compatible-oppositional theory of values (Elizur & Sagie, 1999;
Schwartz, 2006; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Ros and Schwartz also
contend, however, that the work values studied are likely to be found in most cultures, a
statement that does not appear to have empirical foundation since their study involved
sample respondents from primarily one culture. In spite of the study‟s seemingly toobroad generalization of its results, its findings do lend support for Schwartz‟s
motivational theory and categorization of values.
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Elizur and Sagie (1999) studied the relationship between work and life values and
found support for Elizur‟s previously established research that placed basic values into
three domains: affective, cognitive, and material. Elizur and Sagie‟s research also
explored the nature of relations between work and nonwork experiences, resulting in the
proposition of two hypotheses. The spillover hypothesis contends that factors in quality
of life are similar to aspects of quality of work life; basic values are positively related to
work values. The compensation hypothesis states the reverse, that there is a negative
relationship between work and nonwork experiences. That is, factors in quality of life are
dissimilar to factors in quality of work life (Elizur, 1991; Elizur & Shye, 1990). Elizur
and Sagie‟s results supported the spillover hypothesis, that is, that basic values are related
to work values. While the structure of basic and work values was supported, findings
found considerable differences in the relative importance of the individual value items.
For example, the work values of interest and responsibility were given the highest
importance ratings, but obtained only placed eighth or ninth (out of 24 rankings),
respectively, as basic life values. The researchers note that their findings are based on a
single sample and are thus in need of replication across diverse samples to evaluate the
extent of generalizability. The importance of certain values is likely to vary from one
culture to another, and between different occupational groups. A comparison of this
study‟s sample, comprised predominantly of Israeli managers, with an Israeli sample in a
previous study by the same author, showed a marked difference in the ranking of the job
responsibility value. The authors note that this may be due to the fact that managers
appear to value responsibility more highly than employees. This hypothesis appears to
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also be supported by Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter‟s results (1966), which revealed that
leaders across country cultures shared more in common attitudinally than leaders in a
particular country shared with that culture‟s non-leader citizens. Work values, then,
appear to share a structure with basic values but diverge when it comes to importance
ratings, possibly as a result of work experiences over an individual‟s work life and job
role requirements.
Measuring work values. Given the literature to date, it seems reasonable to
conceptualize work values as a subset of basic values but with an association that is
closely linked. But can work values be tapped via basic values items on a given measure?
The literature has not established a reliable response to this question; however, some
insight into this question might be found in the work preferences literature. Work
preferences are the outcomes individuals seek from their work experiences (Konrad et al.,
2000). They influence career decisions and are determinants of job attitudes and work
motivation (Brenner et al., 1988). The work preferences literature overlaps with related
constructs such as job attributes, interests, motivation, temperament, and work values.
Because of this overlap, measures for these areas have also overlapped. Rokeach (1973)
is well known for his contribution to values research and the concepts of terminal and
instrumental goals as values motivators. Holland (1973, 1992) linked vocational interests
to six job families characterized by related personality types. Goldberg (1990) captured
the Big Five common factors in personality measurement using factor analysis of
adjectives. Costa and McRae (1992) extended Goldberg‟s earlier work by relating
personality facets and career exploration variables resulting in the development of the
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NEO Five Factor Inventory. The Myers and Briggs team (1987) extended the personality
research of C. G. Jung, producing the well-known MBTI instrument, a tool that
associates personality with work environment. Amabile et al. (1994) developed a tool to
measure intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors, and focused on work preferences and
creativity. There is a range of assessment options to tap work preferences and personality
characteristics, yet none of the above mentioned established instruments target crossculturally valid work values specifically and exclusively. The work of Donald Super and
colleagues is one notable exception.
Donald Super‟s (1957, 1990, 1995) life-span theory of career development
emphasized the notion that individuals play multiple roles (i.e., student, worker, child,
parent). Super‟s theory also acknowledged the importance of work values in the
development of personal constructions of life roles. His work eventually led to the
development of a well-respected instrument to measure work related values, called the
Values Scale (VS). Super and his colleagues developed the tool in partnership with the
Work Importance Study (WIS), an informal, international consortium of autonomous
research teams (Ferreira-Marques & Miranda, 1995). Initiated by Donald Super in the
late 1970s, the WIS was a series of studies that spanned many years and involved
research teams from eleven countries, all focused on exploring the relative importance of
the worker role compared to other life roles. One of the products of this unique
collaboration was the development of the Values Scale, an instrument to assess values
from an empirical, truly cross-cultural perspective.
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Many validation studies have been conducted using the Values Scale. FerreiraMarques (1983) compared Portuguese and American students finding that the Americans
more highly valued materialistic and active values compared with the Portuguese
students who valued more personal and socially oriented values. In a particularly
interesting study, Casserly (1983) used the VS to study cultural differences between
Canadian Anglophones (N = 2000) and Francophones (N = 1000). Results indicated that
Anglophones valued prestige, autonomy, and authority whereas the Francophones placed
higher value on social interaction, altruism, life style, aesthetics, and cultural identity.
These findings are notable since they lend support to the VS‟s ability to differentiate
between work values between peoples within the same general culture.
Sverko (1995) accomplished a very large study involving 10 countries and more
than 18,000 participants. Factor analysis extracted five factors that explained nearly 60%
of the total variance. Additional factor analysis of 19 samples from even countries using
five-factor solutions confirmed the fundamental similarity between the factor structure of
the individual samples and the factors of the aggregated data. Sverko‟s overall conclusion
was that the results support the universality of the VS‟s factor structure. Sverko next
compared the value hierarchies of the 18 values to determine cross-border differences.
Analyses indicated that three values that were universally ranked amongst the highest
across cultures and two were ranked lowest. Further analysis revealed significant
differences across the 10 countries studied on all 18 values. Cluster analysis of relatively
homogenous national samples also found significant differences between groups. Sverko
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concluded that the data strongly indicate that each country tended to manifest its own
pattern of values with a somewhat unique emphasis on what is important in life.
While the VS has received criticism for lacking a theoretical model and predictive
validity (Green, 2004; Schoenrade, 2004), content validity has been well established.
Research has offered solid empirical support for the VS‟s factor structure as well as its
ability to differentiate between cultures and countries, and even between groups with
geocultural similarities. Because of its international development, cross-cultural
validation, and empirical rigor, the Values Scale is one of few instruments appropriate for
reliable measurement of work values between cultures.
Summary of Review of Culture and Values Constructs Literature
Culture is a concept operationalized by values. Research into how cultures differ
from one another continues to interest scholars and practitioners across many fields.
Organizational psychology has come a long way from its early days marked by a largely
ethnocentric, Western approach to studying and understanding cultural differences
(Berry, 2003; Harbison & Myers, 1959; Farmer & Richman, 1965; Haire, Ghiselli, &
Porter, 1966). Knowledge of how cultures operate and interact with one another has led
to fairly comprehensive models supported by reams of data, yet it has generally been
assumed that national culture largely mirrors individual and group-level values. However,
the literature is beginning to acknowledge the error of this assumption. The present study
moves beyond national value research by recognizing the importance of country-level
values in the development of individual values, but by not accepting that national values
can act as proxies for individual and team-level values. Work values, an extension of
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basic values, are values specific to the workplace setting and related to work performance
and organizational culture. Based on this review, it is hypothesized that values not only
have an impact on how a team behaves and interacts with other teams within a culturally
diverse organization, but that values are significant predictors of MNC team productivity.
The study‟s moderator variable, degree of operational integration, is the focus of the next
section followed by the literature on this model‟s outcome variable, team productivity.
Degree of Operational Integration Variable
Degree of operational integration (DOI) refers to the extent to which an
organization‟s systems, processes, operations, reporting procedures, norms, and
behavioral expectations are shared amongst the company‟s various offices. Pablo (1994)
defines integration as “the making of changes in the functional activity arrangements,
organizational structures and systems, and cultures of combining organizations to
facilitate their consolidation into a functioning whole” (p. 806). While DOI, also referred
to as level of integration, is a variable that has been recognized as a moderating or
mediating variable in the merger and acquisition literature, it has not been given
significant attention as a variable impacting MNC foreign affiliate performance. Given
the very high M&A failure rate, integration is a key area of attention for organizations
involved in such ventures (see Weber, et al., 1996). When M&As cross national borders,
integration issues become critical since cultural distance becomes particularly relevant
and can create many difficulties in blending operations. For example, research conducted
by Li and Guisinger (1991) and others found that foreign acquisitions of U.S. firms tend
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to fail more often than greenfield expansion; cultural differences were pointed to as the
likely reason for the failures.
The extent to which a subsidiary or foreign office is integrated into the parent or
headquarters‟ operations is primarily based on the objectives and strategy guiding the
investment (Bower, 2001; Datta, 1991). If economies of scale and/or the benefits of
knowledge and operations processes transfer are high, foreign entities are often highly
integrated into central or parent operations. With a high degree of team and office
interaction comes a high probability of culture-related conflict, especially when the
cultures in play are significantly different from one another (Chatterjee et al., 1992;
Datta, 1991; Neal, 1998; Very et al., 1997; Very & Schweiger, 2001), and the
performance of the foreign entity is likely to suffer (Slangen, 2006). In the case of M&A,
such ventures are often engaged in for other reasons such as market access, performance
and market share acquisition, or risk reduction. In such instances, acquired subsidiaries
may be granted considerable autonomy thus limiting the degree of interaction between
cross-cultural units (Olie, 1996 as cited in Slangen, 2006; Very et al., 1997). With less
interaction comes a lessened probability that culturally related conflicts will occur. Some
argue that the likely result is little negative impact on performance (Datta, 1991;
Hofstede, 2001; Neal, 1998; Slangen, 2006).
Other research, however, supports the notion that performance may be positively
impacted by cultural differences and integration strategy. Some research supports the
argument that cultural differences can actually improve performance in spite of the ofteninevitable conflict created as a result of cultures attempting to understand each other and
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work together (Morosini et al., 1998; Slangen, 2006). Shenkar (2001) in his review of the
literature contends that cultural differences have the potential for both synergy and
disruption and that this point implies that an integration strategy should be unique to the
nature of the foreign direct investment. A diverse set of business practices and
perceptions may, in fact, enhance performance (Morosini et al., 1998; Vermeulen &
Barkema, 2001). If practices and managerial approach are too divergent, though, and if
key values are not shared, it is unlikely that merging teams will have a positive impact on
firm performance (Slangen, 2006; Vermeulen & Barkema, 2001). In a recent metaanalysis of 10,710 cross-cultural M&A, Stahl and Voigt (2008) found support for the
proposition that moderately large cultural differences between acquired and acquiring
teams are likely positively associated with performance outcomes. In Bjorkman, Stahl,
and Vaara‟s (2007) review of the literature, they proposed that higher degrees of
operational integration would exacerbate the negative effects of cultural differences and
lead to lower levels of social integration, but have the opposite effect on potential
absorptive capacity of an acquiring firm. Bjorkman et al. argue that a higher DOI makes
it easier to acquire and integrate capabilities of the acquired unit. They are not alone in
their contention. Others have come to similar conclusions about the impact that some
level of operational integration can have on multinational M&A performance (e.g.,
Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Lane and Lubatkin,1998; Larsson & Finkelstein, 1999; Zollo
and Winter, 2002). In a recent study by Slangen and Hennart (2008), findings indicated
that greenfield MNCs outperformed multinational expansion via acquisition in the long
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run (3.5 years or more) when DOI was at a relatively high level compared to moderate or
low levels.
As is apparent from a review of the M&A literature, while there is general
agreement that cultural differences are related to DOI and firm performance, findings are
mixed. Cultural conflict between teams does not necessarily mean that an autonomous
approach to degree of operational integration is the best strategy for MNC firms, whether
the multinational relationship was created through merger, acquisition, joint venture, or
greenfield expansion. If moderate levels of cultural differences can prove beneficial to
MNC team performance – a notion that this researcher supports – then leveraging such
differences can only be accomplished through some degree of integration between
entities. While performance may be negatively impacted in the short term as newly
formed or re-formed teams learn how to successfully work together, the firm may be best
served in the long term by finding a DOI that is neither autonomous nor highly integrated
with its parent or headquartered office. Thus, cultural and operational differences are
leveraged as the assets they have the potential to be, while paying attention to how best to
integrate MNC operations based on the goals of the international expansion.
Team Productivity and Values
Researchers have had difficulty identifying the boundaries of team effectiveness
and operationalizing this construct. At issue is how to distinguish between determinant
factors and the key criteria of team effectiveness. This difficulty is likely made more
impactful by another weakness of the research base; a failure to recognize the reciprocal
nature of the relationship between outcomes and predictors (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). For
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example, work values not only influence effectiveness but team effectiveness can also
influence the values of a team‟s members. Research has linked cultural values to team
performance outcomes such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover,
social integration, sales, and productivity, among other outcomes (Kirkman & Shapiro,
2001; Pina et al., 2007). Team effectiveness has thus emerged as a very broad construct
encompassing many facets that are believed to contribute to team success (Pina et al.,
2007). Two types of models of team effectiveness have developed. One uses objective
measures of team performance (Kolodny & Kiggundu, 1980; Shea & Guzzo, 1987), and
the other considers objective and subjective data (Hackman, 1987; Nieva et al., 1978). In
an often-referenced analysis of the literature, Cohen and Bailey (1997) organized
effectiveness into three dimensions according to team impact: performance effectiveness
(productivity, efficiency), attitudinal outcomes (satisfaction, commitment, trust), and
behavioral outcomes (absenteeism, turnover). Within the past twenty years, the influence
of shared psychosocial traits on behavioral outcomes has garnered attention from
researchers. The relationships between team mental models (Klimoski & Mohammed,
1994) and group affect (George, 1990) on team effectiveness, for example, have received
research attention.
Work values have been linked to a range of behavioral outcomes (e.g., valuing
hard work generally leads to a worker investing more hours than the average into her
work role), however, productivity of work teams or an individual worker has not been the
focus of considerable research efforts. No studies were found that directly related teamlevel work values to effectiveness or productivity, but related studies offer some insight
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into the link between these two variables. In a study by Meglino et al. (1989) on value
congruence between workers and supervisors, significant relationships were found. In the
study, rank value congruence was assessed by using rank order correlations between
different rankings of the four values that the study‟s measure assessed: achievement,
helping and concern for others, fairness, and honesty. These values were selected on the
basis of analysis of over 900 critical incident responses to an open-ended survey
administered to workers in approximately 40 organizations within the U.S.. The most
conclusive finding of the study was the presence of significant value congruence
relationships at the lowest level of the organization, between workers and their
supervisors at the .05 alpha level. The research team further reported that value
congruence between employees and supervisors related to significantly greater job
satisfaction and greater organizational commitment. Importantly, post hoc tests indicated
that the effects of the value congruence between workers and their supervisors did not
appear to be the results of independent effects such as personal relationship dynamics
between supervisor and direct report.
In another study on work value congruence, Parsons (2000) found that
congruence between the same four values measured in the Meglino et al. study,
(achievement, fairness, concern for others, and honesty), affected performance.
Employees who identified their values as congruent with the organization‟s values
reported the largest percentage of “meeting the missions” of the team. This study had
drawbacks, however. The sample size for Parsons‟ study was small (N = 44), and the
analysis correlational only, when more complex methods such as multivariate analyses
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might have been employed thus offering more insight into the meaning of the findings. In
spite of these limitations, however, the study lends support for the notion that values
relate to performance. In a related study, Shapira and Griffith (1990) found that the work
values of managers and engineers were strongly related to performance ratings (Rsquared = 0.42, p < .05)). Values were found to relate to production of clerical staff but
the relationship was weak (R-squared = 0.15, p < .05). Interestingly, while an inverse
correlation was found between work values and tardiness in the Shapira and Griffith
study, a relationship was not found between values and absences calling into question the
power of the relationship between values and this behavioral outcome.
Given the paucity of research and breadth of the team effectiveness construct,
researchers support further exploration of the work values – performance relationship.
Pina et al. (2007) note in their comprehensive review of the team effectiveness literature
that the three dimensions related to the construct – performance outcomes, attitudinal
outcomes, and behavioral outcomes – are dependent in importance upon a team‟s unique
set of values as well as work tasks, a finding that supports the proposed study‟s research
question. They note that the research suffers from a lack of exploration into these
variables. Sagie and Elizur (1996) analyzed the literature and theoretical foundations in
the arena of work values using multidimensional techniques and offer a model of the
effects of work values on behavioral outcomes. Their work supports a link between teamlevel work values and organizational performance prompting a recommendation that
further research be conducted on this correlation.
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One study is particularly important when considering the relationship between
cultural factors and organizational performance. In a meta-analysis of 46 studies on
mergers and acquisitions and cultural differences, Stahl and Voigt (2008) offer a model
intended to explain contradictory findings observed in the literature suggesting that
researchers have been comparing “apples to oranges,” thus failing to distinguish between,
among other variables, levels of culture (national or organizational). Consistent with Pina
et al. (2007), they contend that researchers have not given enough attention to the process
by which cultural differences affect firm performance engaging in M&A ventures. Stahl
and Voigt propose that shareholder value is directly impacted by realization of synergies
and that the integration process (sociocultural and task) is critical for successful M&A
ventures. They argue that the culture-performance relationship in M&As is more complex
than what simple culture distance models contend. Stahl and Voigt‟s approach, unique in
that it represents the first time that related bodies of work and findings have been
integrated and analyzed with robust psychometric analysis, resulted in findings
supporting a connection between cultural differences (values, practices, and basic
assumptions) and M&A performance outcomes (synergy realization and shareholder
value). Further, their model contends that sociocultural integration and task integration
processes mediate this relationship. Following Stahl and Voigt and others, degree of
operational integration is conceptualized in the proposed study as a moderator to the
outcome variable, team performance.
In another particularly robust and relevant study, Sheridan (1992) explored
retention rates of 900 college graduates hired into six U.S. accounting firms over a six52

year period. Organizational cultures amongst the six firms were markedly different
(multivariate F = 3.09, p < .01) and data analysis found that the relationship between job
performance and retention varied significantly from firm to firm based on organizational
values. Hazard rates were significantly lower for new employees working in a culture that
emphasized interpersonal relationship values than they were for employees in firms that
prioritized work task values. Additionally, both the performance effect ( = -.32, p < .01)
and the performance-by-culture interaction effect ( = .14, p < .05) were statistically
significant. Further, the effects of the differences in organizational values were stronger
than the combined influences of the labor market and employee demographic
characteristics. Of particular interest, post hoc analyses found that both strong and weak
performers (as rated by direct supervisors over several evaluation periods) had
predictably higher voluntary survival rates in the culture that emphasized interpersonal
values. Using a survival model of estimating replacement expenses for the lost
employees, Sheridan estimated that the differences in organizational values accounted for
over six million dollars in human resources costs. Sheridan‟s findings, backed by a
comprehensive research model, theoretical grounding, and solid analytics, provide
compelling evidence for the existence of a relationship between performance and
organizational values.
Kirkman and Rosen (1999) tested the relationship between team empowerment
and effectiveness outcomes of 111 work teams of four U.S. organizations and found that
team empowerment significantly related to productivity (r = 0.64, p < .001). Of the
variables researched in their study, the correlations between team empowerment and team
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productivity were amongst the most significant with an average of 0.47. Only the
outcome variable, team proactivity, had a higher average correlation at r(between) = 0.48.
In a more culturally-focused study by the same first author, Kirkman and Shapiro (2001)
conducted a field survey of 81 self-managing work teams in Belgium, Finland, the
Philippines, and the United States, exploring the extent to which team members‟
resistance to self-managed work teams mediated the relationships between team
members‟ cultural values (using Hofstede‟s well-known cultural dimensions) and team
effectiveness. Level of team collectivism was significantly positively related to team
productivity rated by team leaders (β = .38, p < .01), team productivity rated by team
members (β = .38, p < .01), team cooperation (β = .31, p < .05), and team empowerment
(β = .29, p < .05). Kirkman and Shapiro‟s findings also indicated that an employee‟s
cultural values were not necessarily consistent with national culture values measured
using Hofstede‟s cultural dimensions: collectivism, power distance, doing orientation,
and determinism. Their conclusion was that individual and team-level values, rather than
a team member‟s home country, may allow more accurate prediction regarding that
employee‟s response, and by extension his or her team‟s reaction, to management
initiatives and style of management. Kirkman, Rosen, and Shapiro‟s collected findings
offer the most relevant studies from which to base the proposed study‟s model, and offer
support for the contention that a team‟s collected values aggregate to a unique subculture.
Further, there appears to exist a relationship between values and performance, namely a
team‟s general productivity.
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Measuring team effectiveness and team productivity. Team performance
cannot be assessed in the same way that firm performance can be measured. While firm
performance is often measured using returns on assets, returns on investment, profit and
loss statements, or abnormal returns, teams gauge their levels of success or failure on
often widely divergent criteria. The most frequently used measures of team effectiveness
are external perceptions gathered from managers. Internal team perceptions are the next
most used measure, followed by external perceptions of customers or other stakeholders.
In general, perceived performance is rated using six variables: adherence to budgets,
adherence to schedules, innovation, project quality, overall performance or efficiency,
and outcomes of interactions among team members (Pina et al., 2007). The means of
measurement have problems, though. Many of the above mentioned team effectiveness
outcomes are quite broad and thus difficult to reliably measure, and can be prone to
multicollinearity problems when assessed together. Gaining access to data can be
difficult, and if the data is subjective in nature (gathered via survey and/or interviews),
reliability of findings may be subject to response bias and possibly confounded by length
of tenure a responding participant has with the organization or the team under
investigation (Campion et al., 1993). Response rates are another issue. If a rate is low,
reliability suffers. If data is gathered from firm records, it is likely that not all participant
teams track such data nor over a period of time that makes the data meaningful to the
scientist. Additionally, it is difficult to make comparisons across teams because of the
variance in the characteristics of teams in relation to roles, position, and team
compositions (Campion et al., 1993).
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Since the construct of team effectiveness remains so broad, researchers have
developed measures that relate to many effectiveness outcomes, the boundaries of which,
and exact nature of the constructs under investigation, are unclear. For the purposes of
this study, one facet of team effectiveness – team productivity – will be explored. The
decision to focus on this particular team effectiveness facet rests on two reasons. First,
the team effectiveness construct encompasses many aspects of a team‟s performance
from empowerment to job satisfaction to organizational commitment, etc. Such a broad
range of outcomes has proven difficult to measure reliably (Campion et al., 1993; Cohen
& Bailey, 1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Pina et al., 2007). Second, the various aspects
of team effectiveness have been conceptualized from a Western viewpoint and thus may
be value-laden. For example, are data on job satisfaction of an Asian-based team highly
related to that team‟s performance or is this aspect of team effectiveness more relevant to
a Western organization? Such a question deserves its own study but for the purposes of
this research, team productivity is the selected outcome variable since this construct is
one of consistent importance across teams regardless of cultural values; all teams must
produce results in order for the organization to survive and prosper. The valuesperformance link appears to exist with some degree of significance, and productivity is an
important aspect of that relationship (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Krikman & Shapiro,
2001).
Since few studies exist on team level performance, instruments to gather team
effectiveness are sparse. No tool was found that measured productivity across
multinational work teams. However, a set of survey questions developed by Kirkman and
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Rosen in their 1999 study of antecedents and consequences of team empowerment, and
subsequently used by Kirkman and Shapiro in their 2001 investigation of the relationship
between cultural values and outcome variables of self-managed work teams offers a
promising means of measurement. Kirkman and Rosen‟s instrument is a 6-item measure
intended for use with team leaders. Instructions to respondents are to answer the items
regarding the respondent‟s team using a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 =
Strongly Agree). The scale was designed after synthesizing the key performance
indicators of 111 work teams within four U.S. organizations. Examples of items are, “my
team meets or exceeds its goals,” “my team completes its tasks on time,” and “my team is
a productive team.” Factor analysis resulted in significant loadings for all 6 items on the
productivity construct (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999b).
The literature appears to support the contention that cultural values impact the
performance of an organization and that this relationship involves more variables than
have been considered up to this point in many research models. Not only have the roles
that mediating and moderating variables play gone largely unexplored, organizational
and/or employee values have been assumed to reflect national values. Additionally, the
studies that have been conducted on work values and performance have been conducted
with U.S. organizations, thus muting the impact that cultural factors have on performance
outcomes. Finally, team productivity, which is one aspect of team performance, has
received little attention in the cross-cultural performance literature. The proposed study
fills many gaps in the literature by (1) focusing on organizational performance across
divergent cultures, (2) measuring work values of work groups thereby avoiding the
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assumption that national values can act as proxies for individual values within a work
group, (3) measuring values using a tool designed to capture more nuanced aspects of
value differences than the often-used but narrow Hofstede cultural dimensions, (4)
assessing team productivity which is a variable that has received little research focus, and
(5) recognizing the critical role that degree of operational integration plays in the
productivity of a team.
Chapter Summary
Research supports the contention that culture and values are related organizational
outcomes, however, while culture has been established as a construct with significant
explanatory power of organizational performance, and on a broader scale of country-level
economic success, the relationship between work values and MNC productivity has yet to
receive ample research attention. In fact, there is very little empirical research explaining
how work values impact MNC team productivity. Scholars support the existence of a
relationship, yet empirical findings remain elusive. The primary reason for this is the fact
that this area of exploration has thus far been neglected in the literature. Additionally,
however, the related studies have focused on narrow sets of cultural variables, assumed
national values will coincide with work and/or organizational values, and research has
struggled to find reliable means of measurement that offer support for generalizability of
findings. Existing research also places emphasis on the role that integration strategy plays
in performance outcomes for multinationals. However, this variable has yet to be
considered as one element of a comprehensive model including the variables of work
values and cultural / psychic distance. The proposed study fills critical and timely gaps in
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the literature by (1) analyzing the role that cultural distance plays in organizational
outcomes while focusing on aspects of culture that have been shown to play significant
roles in organizational outcomes, namely work values (2) analyzing organizational
values thereby avoiding the assumption that a narrow set of national cultural dimensions
can act as proxies for individual values within a work group, (3) measuring work values
using a well-established tool designed to capture more nuanced aspects of work value
differences across cultural groups than the often-used but narrow Hofstede cultural
dimensions, (4) recognizing the critical role that degree of operational integration plays in
the performance outcomes of a multinational team, (5) focusing on only one aspect of
team effectiveness, team productivity, a choice that lessens the likelihood of
multicollinearity amongst the highly related facets of team effectiveness. The literature
supports the need for research into these relationships with practical implications for
organizational leadership and cross-cultural organizational scholars.
Proposed Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Work values for the MNC‟s headquarters and a foreign office are
statistically significantly different.
Hypothesis 2a: Work values predict team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Hypothesis 2b: Psychic distance predicts team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Hypothesis 2c: Degree of operational integration predicts team productivity when
team age is controlled.
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Hypothesis 3: Profiles for groups categorized by degree of operational integration
(high, low) and psychic distance (high, low) are significantly different across work values
when team age is controlled.
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Chapter Three: Method
Participants
Participants were mid-level managers and top leadership of two organizations
with operations in two or more countries. For purposes of analytic reliability, the
participating organization‟s leadership must have leadership teams comprised of at least 5
members and each foreign office must include at least 15 workers in total. For purposes
of this study, a team is defined as a group of workers who share a common department
and immediate supervisor(s). Headquarters is defined as the location that founded the
organization and from which the organization branched to foreign subsidiaries. A
minimum of 150 participants was required to reach adequate power levels using the
analytic methods selected. The sample was one of convenience and with organizations
that agreeed to provide access to participants via online and phone connection. Every
effort was made to send surveys and gather responses from all middle managers and top
leadership members, however, it is recognized that a 100% response rate is difficult to
realize. Participants completed an online survey comprised of three measures plus a
demographic questionnaire.
Measures
Demographic questionnaire. The survey included a demographic information
section with items relevant to the study. Collected data included age, gender, role within
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the organization, length of tenure with the organization, country in which participant was
raised, and length of time lived in current country if different from country of origin. The
demographics questionnaire can be found in Appendix C.
The Values Scale (Nevill and Super, 1989). Data on work values was gathered
using the Values Scale, second edition developed by Nevill and Super (1989). An
international consortium of vocational psychologists from more than eleven European,
American, and Asian countries developed the Values Scale as a part of the Work
Importance Study (WIS), an informal, international consortium of autonomous research
teams (Ferreira-Marques & Miranda, 1995). The Values Scale was designed to measure
intrinsic and extrinsic values that respondents seek in life roles with emphasis placed on
work values relative to general life values. Its intended use is in research related to
vocation, cultural differences, socialization, and life stage. Combinations of 21 values
scores are reported in five groups: Inner-Oriented, Group-Oriented, Material, Physical
Prowess, and Physical Activity. The 21 value scores are: Ability Utilization,
Achievement, Advancement, Aesthetics, Altruism, Authority, Autonomy, Creativity,
Economic Rewards, Life Style, Personal Development, Physical Activity, Prestige, Risk,
Social Interaction, Social Relations, Variety, Working Conditions, Cultural Identity,
Physical Prowess, and Economic Security. Because of nature of the research questions
and because of sample size restrictions, only 15 of the 21 scales were used in data
gathering. The Values Scale (VS) is a 105 item self-report measure that uses a four-point
scale ranging from “little or no importance” to “very important.” One additional item is
used for cross-national scoring. Examples of items include, “It is now or will in the future
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be important for me to be admired for my knowledge and skills,” and “It is now or will in
the future be important for me to be where employment is regular and secure.” Item
completion takes 30-45 minutes and scoring is done by hand. Five items comprise each
of the scales with scale scores ranging from 5 to 20. Scoring involves converting raw
scores to standard t-scores.
The Values Scale has been used with upper elementary aged students through
adults in professional, managerial, clerical, sales, skilled, and semi-skilled occupations.
Sample sizes are large, between 1000 and 3000 respondents in each major grouping.
Nevill and Super recommend that the Values Scale is particularly appropriate for crosscultural research given its comprehensive, multinational development. Research has
offered solid empirical support for the VS‟s factor structure as well as its ability to
differentiate between cultures and countries, and even between groups with geocultural
similarities (Casserly, 1983; Ferreira-Marques, 1983; Sverko, 1995). In factor analyses,
clear similarities appeared between high school, university, and adult samples. Three
scales loaded onto three factors: Authority, Creativity, and Prestige. For all three samples,
the same combination of items loaded onto three additional factors: 1) Economic
Rewards, Economic Security, and Advancement combined to form the Material factor; 2)
Ability Utilization, Achievement, and Personal Development combined to form an
expanded Ability Utilization factor; and 3) Social interaction and Social Relations formed
a Socialization factor. These analyses showed that, regardless of age, years of education,
the factor scales of Authority, Creativity, Prestige, Material, Ability Utilization, and
Sociability materialized. Age-appropriate differences also were evident for the three
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samples. In addition to the factor analytic findings from the tool‟s developers, similarity
of factor structures was also found by Sverko (1982, as cited in Nevill & Super, 1989) in
a cross-national study with Yugoslavian, Canadian, and American samples. Lokan (1983,
as cited in Nevill & Super, 1989) compared the factor structures of Portugal, Australia,
and the U.S. arriving at similar results. Further evidence of the validity of the VS is
offered by Macnab and Fitzsimmons (1987) in their study of the relationship between the
Minnesota Importance Questionnaire, the Work Values Inventory, the Australian Work
Aspects Preference Scale and the Canadian VS. Findings indicated that all instruments
measured highly similar constructs.
The VS‟s 21 scales possess good internal consistency with alphas ranging
between .67 and .87 for adult samples ranging between 1,000 and 3,000 individual
participants; all but three of the 21 scales evidenced alphas above .70. Test-retest
reliabilities on university student samples ranged from .52 to .82. Factor analysis has
established construct validity by demonstrating that items from a given scale generally
load together. However, the authors acknowledge that predictive validity could be better
supported with longitudinal data (Nevill & Super, 1989), a criticism that has been made
by others as well (Green, 2004; Schoenrade, 2004).
The Values Scale measures work values using a 4-point rating scale and scores
were aggregated to arrive at group means. For the purposes of this study, mean scores
ranging from 1.00 to 2.50 will be considered low and scores ranging from 2.51 to 4.00
will be considered high. More information about the Values Scale may be found in
Appendix D.
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Degree of operational integration measure (Slangen, 2006). Degree of
operational integration (DOI), refers to the extent to which an organization‟s systems,
processes, operations, reporting procedures, norms, and behavioral expectations are
shared amongst the company‟s various offices. Very few studies have objectively
measured DOI. Since this variable has not been studied in the MNC team performance
literature, the mergers and acquisitions literature base offers the most relevant insight into
data gathering methodology. DOI has been objectively measured using one of few
created instruments with varying degrees of length and complexity (Datta, 1991; Pinske,
2002; Slangen, 2006; Zollo & Singh, 2004). After reviewing the available means of DOI
measurement, a measure developed by Datta (1991) was initially selected. While
developed for use in acquisition situations, this scale‟s items are worded such that
differences in MNC teams‟ DOI may also be measured. Datta‟s measure is a set of 9
questions that ask respondents to indicate the extent of integration between 9 areas of
firm operations: manufacturing process, purchasing, warehousing, maintenance, research
and development, product market served, distribution channels, promotion and
advertising, and customer service. Cronbach‟s alpha values were 0.91 and 0.90 for the
scales indicating a highly reliable set of items. Principal component analysis identified
the two factors expected: manufacturing processes and marketing activities. Factor
loadings using varimax rotation were .40 or greater for all items. Validation studies have
not been conducted on this measure.
Datta‟s (1991) DOI measure was modified by Slangen (2006) to include
additional and somewhat different areas of firm activity. Slangen‟s DOI measure is an
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11-item instrument that asks how autonomous or integrated participants perceive their
organization using a 5-point rating scale. The 11 areas assessed are: procurement,
product/service design, research and development, manufacturing/service process, use of
brand names, packaging, pricing, advertising and sales promotion, design of reward
systems, job design, and selection and training of employees. Slangen‟s set of items, a
modification of Datta‟s instrument, was the final selection for measurement of the DOI
variable because of its more comprehensive list of firm activities, a listing more likely to
assess the multifaceted set of organizational operations. Slangen combined the
instrument‟s set of items into a single composite measure with data analysis producing
significant correlations and a Cronbach‟s alpha of 0.88 indicating a highly reliable set of
items. No validation studies have yet been conducted on this measure. All sample
respondents will answer the DOI measure and completion time is estimated at less than 5
minutes. The DOI measure is in Appendix E.
Team productivity measure (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Firm performance as
an outcome variable has been well studied, generally drawing from financial data such as
returns on assets, sales data, or abnormal stock returns in the cases of mergers and
acquisitions. However, because team productivity has been so little researched, and
because of the challenges involved in measuring team performance in a way that gathers
meaningful comparison data, existing measures are very limited. Data gathering methods
have included subjective means such as interviews with key leadership, and objective
methods in the form of survey items directed at groups of employees or key leadership
members. After reviewing the literature, a set of 6 items developed by Kirkman and
66

Rosen (1999) were selected to measure team productivity. This selection was made based
on three reasons. First, Kirkman and his colleagues have contributed a large body of
research to the cross-cultural organizational performance literature, thus lending respect
for the first author‟s expertise in measure development related to MNC performance
outcomes. Second, the questions conceptually make sense and appear relevant across
cultures and value sets. Third, confirmatory factor analysis produced statistically
significant loadings ranging between .48 and .87 for the 6 items on Kirkman and Rosen‟s
productivity construct. The items will be completed by all sample members and results
averaged. Examples of items are, “my team meets or exceeds it goals,” and “my team is a
productive team.” The team productivity measure is estimated to take 2 minutes to
complete. See Appendix F for the team productivity measure.
Cultural/psychic distance (Hakanson & Ambos, 2010). When the cultural
distance between headquarters and the foreign office is large, then norms, values, and
business practices are expected to be more dissimilar than when the cultural distance is
low (Hakanson & Ambos, 2010; Hofstede, 2001; Kogut & Singh, 1988). While work
values are one aspect of cultural distance, they do not encompass all of the factors that
contribute, either positively or negatively, to differences between organizational cultures.
Consequently, performance differences between MNC teams may be explained by
national culture as well as by differences in work values. Cultural distance is closely
related to a more recently researched concept that has come to occupy international
business research called psychic distance, which is the perceived distance between two
countries. Psychic distance is comprised of many factors such as export market(s), mode
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of foreign entry, leadership practices, languages, economic structure, negotiating tactics,
and knowledge transfer practices. The more different a foreign environment is when
compared to that of a company‟s home country, the more difficult it will be to collect and
interpret information about this setting, and the greater the challenges in conducting
successful business.
Hakanson and Ambos (2010) researched and developed an index of the psychic
distance between 25 countries. Their research built on well-established work in the field,
in particular research conducted by respected scholars and practitioners Geert Hofstede
(1980), and Kogut and Singh (1988). Kogut and Singh‟s index has been criticized for
being too simplistic and not considering various cultural differences such as those
between languages, institutions, industry norms, religions, and family structures (Mezias
et al. 2002; Hardzing, 2003; Tihanyi et al.). In response to these criticisms, Hakanson and
Ambos built upon original data from 25 of the world‟s largest economies and sampled
1414 international business managers to arrive at a psychic distance index that furthers
the work or Hofstede, Kogut, and Singh. Their research adapted methodology first
employed by Nordstrom (1990), Dow (2000), and Ellis (2007) and resulted in a
comprehensive index using a 100-point scale to rank the 25 countries studied.
Age of team. Team performance may also be significantly impacted by the age of
the MNC‟s foreign affiliate teams. For example, an affiliate team that has been working
together for a year may evidence different work values than one that has been in
operation and working together for several years. This variable was assessed through a
demographic question to all respondents asking the individual‟s length of time spent
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working in the MNC‟s current office location. Responses will be averaged to arrive at a
composite score representing the average age of the foreign office team.
Procedure
Following approval from the University of Denver‟s Institutional Review Board,
two participating organizations were contacted and a procedure was decided upon to
connect with organizational sample respondents. All data was gathered through online
survey administration. All middle manager and top management from teams within both
headquarters (the central, founding office) and the organization‟s participating foreign
affiliates were asked to participate. Most did in fact participate. Foreign affiliate office
participation was decided upon based on access provided by the participating
organization and whether criteria for team participation had been met (5-person minimum
per team and 15 person minimum within each foreign office as a whole). The researcher
worked with the organization‟s management to identify managers and leaders of intact
teams that meet the criteria of a 5-member team minimum and the definition of “team”
used for the purposes of this study; a group of workers who share a common department
and an immediate supervisor.
Upon study commencement, managers in the participating organization received
two separate e-mail communications from the researcher as well as management and/or
top leadership at two weeks prior and one week prior to the study commencement. The
email was used to inform the employees of the purpose of the study and to encourage
their voluntary participation (see Appendix A). On the date of the study‟s
commencement, a firm-wide e-mail was sent in which the purpose of the study was
69

described again and included an informed consent, and in which employees were offered
the opportunity to participate on a voluntary basis. The researcher also called into some
prearranged staff meetings either to discuss the purpose of the study, its utility to the
participating organization and its teams, answer questions, and encourage participation.
Reminder emails were sent from management at least once during each week leading up
to the survey deadline. Anonymity of responses was emphasized and made clear verbally
as well as in writing in the study consent form. Respondents were sent a link to an
internet-housed survey via Survey Monkey. The link opened with a study consent form;
submission of a completed survey indicates consent to voluntarily participate.
Participants were asked to complete the survey within three weeks. Completion time of
the survey was estimated at 15 minutes.
Data Analyses
An alpha level of p < .05 was employed for all statistical analyses. Multiple
hierarchical regression analyses was used to determine the contribution of work values
and degree of operational integration in predicting team productivity. The assumptions of
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence was determined. In addition to
the following data analyses, post hoc analyses of interactions between variables with
statistical significance were conducted.
Hypothesis 1: Work values for the MNC’s headquarters and a foreign office are
statistically significantly different.
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Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was employed to determine the
difference between the work value means of each foreign office and the headquarters
office.
Hypothesis 2a: Work values predict team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to determine the contribution
of the work values scores in predicting foreign office team productivity. The control
variable, age of team, was entered into the regression equation. Then the variables of
interest, work values, was entered and the incremental R2 assessed.
Hypothesis 2b: Cultural / psychic distance predicts team productivity when team
age is controlled.
Simple regression was used to determine the contribution of psychic distance in
predicting team productivity. The control variable, age of team, was entered into the
regression equation. Then the variable of interest, psychic distance, was entered into the
equation using Hakanson and Ambros‟ (2010) psychic distance index and the incremental
R2 assessed.
Hypothesis 2c: Degree of operational integration predicts team productivity when
team age is controlled.
Simple regression was used to determine the contribution of degree of operational
integration in predicting team productivity. The control variable, age of team, was
entered into the regression equation. Then the variable, degree of operational integration,
was entered and the incremental R2 assessed.
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Hypothesis 3: Profiles for groups categorized by degree of operational
integration (high, low) and psychic distance (high, low) are significantly different across
work values when team age is controlled.
Profile analysis with planned contrasts was employed to compare profiles of
groups across work values. The goal of the analysis was to analyze the pattern of means
on the work values scales across the four identified groups: high degree of operational
integration and high psychic distance, high degree of operational integration and low
psychic distance, low degree of operational integration and high psychic distance, low
degree of operational integration and low psychic distance.
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Chapter Four: Results
The purpose of this chapter is to present the research findings derived from the
data collected as outlined in Chapter 3. Several demographic questions (see Table 1) were
asked in order to better understand the characteristics of the sample, however, only a
subset of these data were necessary to conduct the analyses. Two large, diversified
manufacturing corporations with operations across several global regions participated in
the study. A total of 149 participants from one multinational manufacturing company
were sent electronic invitations to complete the survey questions and 127 responded. A
total of 24 people from another multinational manufacuturer were sent invitations and all
invited participants responded. Four respondents did not complete the survey and were
excluded from analysis, resulting in a total of 147 participants from both companies in
aggregate. Seventy-five percent of the sample was male, the majority were at least 30
years of age, and most identified as either managerial level or top executive level
(58.6%). The majority of respondents were from one of the participating organization‟s
U.S. offices (47.7%), 19.4% were from the U.K., 23.2% were from China, and 4.5% were
from Mexico. Carlisle Corporation‟s participants were from the U.S., the U.K., and
China, and Lancer Corporation‟s participants were from the U.S. and Mexico.
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the sample and Table 2 displays means
and standard deviations for work values by country. Regarding time spent in one‟s career
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or role, nearly 15% reported being in their career for less than 1 year, 25% for 1-3 years,
25% between 4 and 10 years, and just over 30% for more than 10 years. Regarding time
spent working with their current employer, approximately 20% said that they had been
with their employer for less than a year, just over 28% reported 1-3 years, 13.5% reported
4-6 years, nearly 4% for 7-10 years, and 28.4% reported 10 years or longer. A similar
frequency pattern was seen in response to the question about length of time spent with
one‟s current team with 29.6% reporting having worked with their current team less than
a year, nearly 33% between 1 and 3 years, 13% between 4 and 6 years, 5.8% for 7-10
years, and 13.5% for longer than 10 years. The vast majority of the respondents (N=133)
reported having lived in their current country for 10 years or longer (85.8%).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the Sample
Variable
Gender
Age

Level of Position

Time in Career / Role

Duration with Current Employer

Duration with Current Team

Country Currently Residing

Male
Female
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and above
Managerial
Non-Managerial
Top Executive
Less than 1 year
1-3 yrs
4-6 yrs
7-10 yrs
10 yrs or more
Less than 1 year
1-3 yrs
4-6 yrs
7-10 yrs
10 yrs or more
Less than 6 mos
6-12 mos
1-3 yrs
4-6 yrs
7-10 yrs
10 or more yrs
United States
United Kingdom
China
Mexico
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N
117
30
12
36
48
40
11
56
34
57
23
38
21
18
47
32
44
21
6
44
25
21
51
20
9
21
74
30
36
7

Percent
75.5
19.4
7.7
23.2
31
25.8
7.1
36.1
21.9
36.8
14.8
24.5
13.5
11.6
30.3
20.6
28.4
13.5
3.9
28.4
16.1
13.5
32.9
12.9
5.8
13.5
47.7
19.4
23.2
4.5

Table 2

Advancement

Altruism

Authority

Autonomy

Creativity

Economic Rewards

Lifestyle

Prestige

Risk

Social Relations

Social Interactions

Variety

Mean

3.48

3.39

2.53

2.89

2.80

2.61

3.16

2.78

2.78

3.21

2.71

2.39

2.27

2.64

2.53

St. Dev.

.366

.445

.756

.575

.573

.587

.557

.456

.441

.526

.639

.599

.531

.512

.613

United
Kingdom
N = 30

Mean

3.28

3.23

2.97

3.00

2.77

2.66

2.93

2.84

2.79

3.07

2.63

2.20

2.21

2.46

2.60

St. Dev.

.431

.409

.783

.651

.510

.587

.557

.456

.441

.526

.639

.599

.531

.512

.613

China
N = 36

Mean

3.43

3.20

3.09

3.37

2.89

2.54

3.34

2.80

2.77

3.23

2.94

2.23

2.69

2.91

2.46

St. Dev.

.269

.383

.460

.409

.609

.746

.550

.673

.852

.697

.605

.662

.552

.562

.972

Mean

3.41

3.32

2.66

2.96

2.74

2.63

3.09

2.80

2.80

3.16

2.75

2.37

2.35

2.65

2.50

St. Dev.

.269

.383

.460

.408

.609

.746

.550

.673

.852

.697

.608

.605

.662

.552

.562
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Mexico
N=7

Personal
Development

Achievement

United
States
N = 74

Country

Ability Utilization

Means and Standard Deviations for Work Values by Country

Hypothesis Testing
Repeated measures analysis of variance, hierarchical multiple regression, simple
regression, and profile analysis were used to analyze the data. After the deletion of cases
with missing data, assumptions regarding normality of sampling distributions,
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, linearity, and homoscedasticity were met.
The findings for each hypothesis are presented in order.
Hypothesis 1: Work values for the MNC’s headquarters and a foreign office are
statistically significantly different.
A repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted to assess the impact of
location (U.S. and non-U.S.) on work values scores. The assumption of sphericity was
violated (Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon = .63), therefore degrees of freedom were corrected
using the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment. The results indicated that there was a
statistically significant main effect of work values, F(8.88, 1287.22) = 71.95, p < .001,
partial eta squared = .332; a nonsignificant effect of location, F(1,145) = .002, p ≤ .961,
partial eta squared = .001, and a statistically significant interaction between values and
location, F(8.88, 1287.22) = 2.76, p ≤ .004, partial eta squared = .019 (Table 4). Figure 2
presents a graph of the interaction between location and work values. Due to the
significant interaction between values and location, follow-up analyses were conducted to
assess simple main effects for both values and location.
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Table 3
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Repeated Measures ANOVA for Work Values and
Location
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

U.S. or
Non-U.S.
Error

.004

1

.004

.002

.961

256.944

145

1.772

Figure 2. Work Values and U.S. or Non-U.S. Interaction Effects
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Partial
Eta
Squared
.001

Table 4
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects for Repeated Measures ANOVA of Work Values and
Location
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Partial
Eta
Squared

Work Values

210.690

8.877

23.733

71.954

.001

.332

Work
Values*U.S.
or Non-U.S.

8.072

8.877

.909

2.757

.004

.019

Error

424.576

1287.217

.330

The database was split into U.S. and non-U.S. groups and another repeated
measures analysis of variance was conducted to assess the simple main effect for values.
The ANOVA results indicated that sphericity could not be assumed for either the U.S. or
the non-U.S. groups, so degrees of freedom were corrected using the Greenhouse-Geisser
adjustment. There was a significant simple main effect for values for the U.S. group,
F(7.83, 571.68) = 41.29, p < .001, partial eta squared = .361, and also for the non-U.S.
group, F(9.26, 667.04) = 32.74, p < .001, partial eta squared = .313 indicating statistically
significant differences among values for each location.
Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare individual work values in
U.S. and non-U.S. to assess the simple main effect of location (Table 5). There was a
significant difference in the means for three work values: Ability Utilization (MUS = 3.48,
SD = .366; MnonUS = 3.34, SD = .384, t(145) = 2.34, p ≤ .021), Achievement (MUS = 3.39,
SD = .445; MnonUS = 3.39, SD = .445), t(145) = 1.97, p ≤ .050), and Advancement (MUS
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= 2.53, SD = .756; MnonUS = 2.78, SD = .662, t(145) = -2.17, p ≤ .032). These results
indicate that respondents in the U.S. offices of the two companies sampled differed in the
importance they placed on Ability Utilization, Achievement, and Advancement, with
higher U.S. than non-US means for Ability Utilization and Achievement and higher nonU.S. than U.S. means for Advancement. Cohen‟s d statistics indicated medium effect
sizes for all three work values (Ability Utilization = .386, Achievement = .325,
Advancement = .358).

80

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for U.S. and Non-U.S. Groups
Work Value
Ability Utilization

Group
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Achievement
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Advancement
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Altruism
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Authority
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Autonomy
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Creativity
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Economic Rewards
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Lifestyle
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Personal Development U.S.
Non-U.S.
Prestige
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Risk
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Social Relations
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Social Interactions
U.S.
Non-U.S.
Variety
U.S.
Non-U.S.

N
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73
74
73

Mean
3.481
3.336
3.389
3.255
2.530
2.784
2.895
3.025
2.800
2.685
2.605
2.663
3.157
3.012
2.778
2.827
2.784
2.811
3.214
3.096
2.705
2.803
2.392
2.340
2.265
2.434
2.635
2.658
2.526
2.469

Std. Deviation
.366
.384
.445
.376
.756
.662
.575
.591
.573
.507
.565
.565
.545
.535
.640
.545
.542
.552
.405
.524
.656
.575
.602
.616
.679
.568
.621
.514
.531
.565

t
2.34

Sig.
.021

1.976

.050

-2.170

.032

-1.353

.178

1.289

.200

-.618

.537

1.621

.107

-.500

.618

-.301

.764

1.525

.130

-.956

.341

.519

.604

-1.639

.103

-.238

.812

.632

.528

Hypothesis 2a: Work values predict team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to determine the
contribution of the work values scores in predicting foreign office team productivity.
Tests for multicollinearity indicated that a very low level of multicollinearity was present
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for some of the variables with tolerance ranging between .967 and 1.000. Age of team
was entered first followed by work values. Results of the regression analysis provided
partial support for the research hypothesis. The model for predicting perceived
productivity from age of the team was statistically significant (R2 = .067, p ≤ .002, Table
6). Addition of work values did not significantly improve prediction (R2 change = .155, p
≤ .053). Economic Rewards was the only work value to reach significance in the final
model ( = .362, t = 3.088, p ≤ .002). Regression coefficients for the work values are
listed in Table 10 below. The regression coefficient for age of team in the final model
was also statistically significant ( = .222, t = 2.582, p ≤ .011).
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Table 6
Model Summary and Regression Coefficients of the Hierarchical Regression of Team Productivity on Team Age and Values
Model
R
R Square
Summary
1
.258
.067
2
.471
.222
Regression Coefficients
Model 1
Model 2
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Work Values

(Constant)
Age of Team
(Constant)
Age of Team
Ability Utilization
Achievement
Advancement
Altruism
Authority
Autonomy
Creativity
Economic Rewards
Lifestyle
Personal
Development
Prestige
Risk
Social Relations
Social Interaction
Variety

Adjusted R
Std. Error of the
Square
Estimate
.060
.667
.126
.644
Unstandardized Coefficients
B
Std. Error
3.498
.125
.113
.035
2.193
.566
.097
.038
.269
.219
.080
.200
.003
.108
.186
.113
.133
.135
-.061
.143
-.212
.135
.420
.136
.062
.173
-.290
.172
-.077
.094
-.016
-.044
-.092

.130
.121
.113
.147
.141

R Square
F Change
df1
Change
.067
10.362
1
.155
1.727
15
Standardized Coefficients
Beta
t
Sig.
27.976
<.001
.258
3.219
.002
3.875
<.001
.222
2.582
.011
.153
1.229
.221
.048
.398
.691
.003
.024
.981
.159
1.652
.101
.106
.988
.325
-.051
-.429
.669
-.169
-1.573
.118
.362
3.088
.002
.049
.357
.721
-.200
-1.686
.094
-.069
.083
-.015
-.036
-.074

-.589
.779
-.141
-.297
-.654

.557
.438
.888
.767
.514

df2
145
130

Sig. F
Change
.002
.053

Hypothesis 2b: Psychic distance predicts team productivity when team age is
controlled.
As discussed earlier, psychic distance is the extent of perceived difference
between countries on variables such as values, assumptions, political structure, etc.
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to determine the contribution of
psychic distance in predicting foreign office team productivity. A low level of
multicollinearity was present with a tolerance of .854. Age of team was entered first
followed by psychic distance. Results of the regression analysis supported the research
hypothesis. The model for predicting perceived productivity from age of the team was
statistically significant (R2 = .067, p ≤ .002, Table 7). Addition of psychic distance
statistically significantly improved prediction (R2 change = .056, p ≤ .003). The
regression coefficient for age of team in the final model was also statistically significant
( = .356, t =4.217, p ≤ .001, Table 7).
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Table 7
Model Summary and Coefficients for the Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Team Productivity on Age of Team and Psychic
Distance
Model

R

R Square

Adjusted R
Square

Std. Error of
the Estimate

R Square
Change

F Change

df1

df2

Sig. F Change

1

.258

.067

.060

.665

.067

10.362

1

145

.002

2

.350

.123

.111

.647

.056

9.199

1

144

.003

Sig.

Collinearity
Statistics

Regression Coefficients
Standardized
Coefficients

Model 1

B

Std. Error

Beta

(Constant)

3.495

.125

Age of Team

.113

.035

.258

Model 2

B

Std. Error

Beta

(Constant)

3.196

.157

Age of Team

.156

.037

Psychic
Distance

.009

.003
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Unstandardized
Coefficients

t

27.867

.000

3.219

.002

Tolerance

VIF

1.000

1.000

Tolerance

VIF

20.364

.000

.356

4.217

.000

.854

1.171

.256

3.033

.003

.854

1.171

Table 8
Model Summary and Regression Coefficients of the Hierarchical Regression of Team Productivity on Age of Team and Degree
of Operational Integration
Model
Summary

R

R Square

Adjusted R
Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

R Square Change

F Change

df1

df2

Sig. F
Change

1

.258

.067

.060

.667

.067

10.362

1

145

.002

2

.312

.097

.085

.659

.031

4.886

1

144

.029

Regression Coefficients
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Model

Model 1
(Constant)
Age of Team
Model 2
(Constant)

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Beta

Std. Error

3.495

.125

.113

.035

Beta

Std. Error

3.192

.185

Age of Team

.119

.035

Psychic
Distance

.100

.045

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta

Collinearity Statistics

Tolerance

.258

27.867

.000

3.219

.002

Beta

VIF

1.000
Tolerance

1.000
VIF

17.258

.000

.271

3.415

.001

.995

1.005

.175

2.210

.029

.995

1.005

Hypothesis 2c: Degree of operational integration predicts team productivity when
team age is controlled.
As with hypotheses 2a and 2b, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
performed to determine the contribution of degree of operational integration (DOI) in
predicting team productivity. A very low level of multicollinearity was found with
tolerance for both entered variables of .995. Age of team was entered first followed by
degree of operational integration. Results of the regression analysis supported the
hypothesis. The addition of degree of operational integration into the regression equation
significantly improved prediction (R2 change = .031, p ≤ .029). Regression coefficients
are listed in Table 9. The regression coefficient for age of team in the final model was
statistically significant ( = .271, t =3.415, p ≤ .001), as was the coefficient for degree of
operational integration ( = .175, t = 2.210, p ≤ .029).
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Table 9
Model Summary and Regression Coefficients of the Hierarchical Regression of Team Productivity on Team Age and Degree of
Operational Integration
Model
Summary

R

R Square

Adjusted R
Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

R Square
Change

F Change

df1

df2

Sig. F
Change

1

.258

.067

.060

.667

.067

10.362

1

145

.002

2

.312

.097

.085

.659

.031

4.886

1

144

.029

Regression Coefficients
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

Model 1

B

Std. Error

Beta

(Constant)

3.495

.125

Age of Team

.113

.035

.258

Model 2

B

Std. Error

Beta

(Constant)

3.192

.185

Age of Team

.119

.035

DOI

.100

.045
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Model

t

Sig.

27.867

.000

3.219

.002

Collinearity Statistics
Tolerance

VIF

1.000

1.000

Tolerance

VIF

17.258

.000

.271

3.415

.001

.995

1.005

.175

2.210

.029

.995

1.005

Hypothesis 3: Profiles for groups categorized by degree of operational integration
(high, low) and psychic distance (high, low) are significantly different across work values
when team age is controlled.
A univariate repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted to analyze the
pattern of means of the work values scores across the degree of operational integration
(DOI) and psychic distance variables, controlling for age of team. The assumption of
sphericity was violated (Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon = .64), therefore degrees of freedom
were corrected using the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment to degrees of freedom. The
results, shown in Tables 10 and 11 below, indicated that there was a statistically
significant main effect (deviation from flatness) of work values, F(11.14, 487.61) =
5.026, p < .001, partial eta squared = .072; a nonsignificant main effect of psychic
distance, F(11.14, .617) = 1.878, p ≤ .053, partial eta squared = .009; and a nonsignificant
main effect of DOI, F(11.14, .073) = 1.460, p = .160, partial eta squared = .001. The
analysis indicated a statistically significant interaction of psychic distance and work
values (deviation from parallelism), F(11.14, .617) = 1.88, p ≤ .038, partial eta squared =
.028 and a nonsignificant interaction of work values, DOI, and psychic distance, F(11.14,
.469) = .446, p ≤ .936, partial eta squared = .007. Figure 3 displays the differences
between the profiles of the means for the variables.
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Table 10
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Repeated Measures ANOVA of Work Values,
Psychic Distance, DOI, and Age of Team
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Age of Team

.658

1

.658

.366

.547

.006

Psychic Distance

1.109

1

1.109

.617

.435

.009

DOI

.132

1

.132

.073

.787

.001

Psychic Distance*
DOI

.953

1

.953

.530

.469

.008

Error

116.924

65

1.799

Table 11
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects for Repeated Measures ANOVA of Work Values, Psychic
Distance, DOI, and Age of Team
Source

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Work Values

12.937

11.141

1.161

5.026

.001

.072

Work Values*Age
of Team

2.185

11.141

.196

.849

.592

.013

Work
Values*Psychic
Distance

4.834

11.141

.434

1.878

.038

.028

Work Values*DOI

3.758

11.141

.337

1.460

.141

.022

Work
Values*Psychic
Distance*DOI

1.148

11.141

.103

.446

.936

.007

Error

167.332

724.157

.231
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Figure 3. Work Values and Psychic Distance Interaction Effects
Because of the significant interaction effect between work values and psychic
distance, follow-up analyses were conducted to assess simple main effects. The database
was split into low psychic distance and high psychic distance groups and another analysis
was conducted to assess the simple main effect for values. The results indicated that
sphericity could not be assumed for either group, so degrees of freedom were adjusted
using the Greenhouse-Geisser adjustment. There was a significant simple main effect for
work values for the low psychic distance group, F(8.24, 296.68) = 21.27, p < .001, partial
eta squared = .371, and also a significant main effect for the high psychic distance group,
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F(7.90, 276.60) = 15.84, p < .001, partial eta squared = .312. These findings are
indicative of statistically significant differences among work values for both levels of
psychic distance.
Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare individual work values
for the low and high psychic distance groups (Table 12). There was a significant
difference in the means for two work values: Advancement (MLow = 2.60, SD = .401;
MHigh = 2.97, SD = .478, t(71 )= -2.49, p ≤ .016), and Social Relations (MLow = 2.21, SD
= .594; MHigh = 2.66, SD = .443), t(71) = -2.64, p ≤ .001). These results indicate that
respondents from the low and high psychic distance groups differed significantly in the
importance they placed on Advancement and Social Relations work values. Cohen‟s d
statistics indicated large effect sizes for both values (Advancement = -.834, Social
Relations = -.859). Table 13 presents zero-order correlations for each variable in the
study.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Work Values by Low and High Psychic Distance and Low and High DOI
Work Value

t

Sig.

Psychic Distance

DOI

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Ability Utilization

1.352

.181

Low

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

3.453
3.326
3.384
3.267
3.293
3.289
3.402
3.306
3.336
3.338
3.231
3.280
3.267
3.214
3.223
3.318
3.221
3.251
2.578
2.590
2.584
2.867
3.000
2.977

.495
.321
.409
.432
.346
.355
.476
.334
.383
.411
.407
.406
.273
.374
.356
.374
.383
.380
.807
.750
.765
.575
.472
.485

16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35

High

Total
93
Achievement

.603

.549

Low

High

Total

Advancement

-2.476

.016

Low

High

Work Value

Altruism

t

.350

Sig.

.728

Psychic Distance

DOI

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Total

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low

2.657
2.838
2.781
3.050
3.042
3.046
2.967
3.021
3.011
3.027
3.029
3.029
2.600
2.547
2.571
2.900
2.731
2.760
2.682
2.658
2.666
2.863
2.474
2.651
2.700
2.648
2.657
2.818

.749
.624
.666
.577
.695
.634
.427
.591
.561
.532
.627
.595
.593
.451
.514
.452
.476
.470
.565
.470
.498
.623
.547
.607
.276
.570
.528
.548

22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22

Low

High

Total
94

Authority

-1.368

.176

Low

High

Total

Autonomy

.111

.912

Low

High

Total

Work Value

Creativity

t

1.340

Sig.

.185

Psychic Distance

Low

High

Total
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Economic Rewards

.079

.937

Low

High

Total

Lifestyle

-.340

.735

Low

High

Total

DOI

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High

2.579
2.654
3.100
3.058
3.077
2.933
2.952
2.949
3.055
2.994
3.013
2.863
2.811
2.834
2.867
2.821
2.829
2.864
2.817
2.831
2.800
2.716
2.754
2.800
2.841
2.834
2.800
2.792

.562
.565
.602
.526
.554
.468
.503
.491
.563
.510
.524
.449
.560
.505
.575
.624
.608
.472
.593
.555
.506
.526
.511
.566
.606
.591
.509
.573

48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48

Work Value

t

Sig.

Psychic Distance

Personal Development

.112

.911

Low

High

Total

Prestige

-1.691

.095

Low

96
High

Total

Risk

-1.923

.058

Low

High

Total

DOI

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

2.794
3.163
3.032
3.091
2.933
3.124
3.091
3.100
3.088
3.091
2.775
2.642
2.703
2.833
2.938
2.920
2.791
2.821
2.811
2.188
2.274
2.234
2.067
2.572
2.486
2.155
2.454
2.360

.550
.523
.567
.543
.532
.503
.505
.523
.525
.521
.719
.560
.631
.463
.505
.493
.649
.541
.573
.554
.633
.591
.501
.620
.626
.531
.636
.617

70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70

Work Value

t

Sig.

Psychic Distance

DOI

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Social Relations

-3.640

.001

Low

Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total
Low
High
Total

1.981
2.369
2.191
2.500
2.710
2.674
2.123
2.575
2.433
2.388
2.642
2.526
2.600
2.807
2.771
2.446
2.742
2.649
2.588
2.558
2.571
2.367
2.352
2.354
2.527
2.433
2.463

.487
.616
.586
.756
.357
.442
.602
.500
.570
.465
.523
.507
.537
.455
.468
.482
.485
.500
.643
.595
.608
.599
.515
.520
.625
.551
.572

16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70
16
19
35
6
29
35
22
48
70

High

Total

Social Interaction

-1.916

.059

Low

97

High

Total

Variety

1.620

.110

Low

High

Total

Table 13
Correlation Coefficients for Work Values, Perceived Productivity, DOI, and Psychic Distance (N = 148)
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Abil Util

Achvmnt

Advncmnt

Altrsm

Authrty

Autnmy

Abil Util

-

Achvmnt

57

-

Advncmnt

33

39

-

Altruism

29

24

23

-

Authority

36

52

49

32

-

Autonomy

24

30

27

11

45

-

Creativity

61

45

32

39

38

24

-

EcoRwrds

32

45

55

06

41

46

24

-

Lifestyle

31

24

26

17

32

69

26

53

-

PerDev

55

44

30

37

38

43

40

37

60

-

Prestige

32

57

61

31

50

30

33

51

27

36

-

Risk

33

29

27

29

35

28

41

15

20

38

35

-

Soc Rel

15

24

35

32

28

28

09

33

37

35

33

13

-

Soc Int

35

18

25

43

29

06

29

01

06

31

24

53

43

-

Variety

49

45

29

29

37

39

38

35

44

47

35

46

37

46

-

Prod

17

19

16

09

18

10

04

35

14

06

16

04

07

-02

11

-

DOI

-01

-02

34

13

10

01

-04

12

07

06

22

07

33

18

08

16

-

PsyDist

-22

-16

21

08

-08

05

-18

04

03

-13

11

01

19

05

-09

12

25

r  23 is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
r  17 is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Creatvty

EcnRwrds Lif

PDev Pres Rsk

SocRel SocInt Var

Prod DOI PD

Chapter Five: Discussion, Recommendations, Limitations,
and Suggestions For Future Research
Introduction
The objectives of this section are to summarize and discuss the study‟s findings in
relation to the research questions, relate the findings to the literature, discuss the
implications of this research for the organizations that participated and to the field of
multinational organizational research, and offer recommendations for future research.
Limitations of the research are also discussed.
The current research study set out to determine the relationship between work
values of multinational corporate (MNC) teams and team productivity. The literature has
established that values are the central components defining a culture, whether that culture
is on a national, organizational, or team level (Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 1992; Trice &
Beyer, 1991). Values have a direct impact on behavior choices, communication style,
working relationships, and strategy. This study proposed that not only do work values
differ amongst teams within a multinational organization due to the simple fact that MNC
teams are based in different countries, but that these differences in values also impact
how teams approach business within the same organization. A further contention of the
study was that team productivity is ultimately impacted by variation in work values and
that this impact is moderated by a third variable, degree of operational integration (DOI),
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which refers to the degree to which a team‟s operations, structures, systems, and ways of
doing business are integrated with or made to mirror the headquarters or center of
operations. Pablo (1994) defines DOI as “the making of changes on the functional
activity arrangements, organizational structures, and systems, and cultures of combining
organizations to facilitate their consolidation into a functioning whole “ (p. 806).
Discussion
The present study gathered data from 147 employees in two U.S. headquartered
multinational manufacturing companies. Participants responded to questions about their
work-related values, perceptions of the productivity of their work teams, and the degree
of operational integration between firms‟ foreign affiliate offices and their U.S.
headquarters. It was expected that there would be differences between work values across
cultures and a relationship between values, perceptions of productivity, age of team, and
degree of operational integration. A review of the findings for each hypothesis and
conclusions are presented below.
Hypothesis 1: Work values for the multinational corporation’s (MNC)
headquarters and a foreign office are statistically significantly different.
The hypothesis was not rejected. The results indicated that there was a statistically
significant main effect of work values, a nonsignificant effect of location, and a
statistically significant interaction between values and location. Consistent with the
literature that there are considerable differences in values between cultures (Hall, 1959;
Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 1999, Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Schwartz, 1999), the
study found that this contention extends to values present in the workplace. Interestingly,
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however, a visual plot analysis of the difference between means of the values across the
U.S. and non-U.S. groups was quite similar in structure (see Figure 2). On a broad level
there were more similarities than differences between values across the organizational
cultures sampled, but differences did exist between specific values. While not directly
related to this hypothesis, this finding was unexpected. The results support research by
Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter (1966) as well as work by Elizur and Sagie (1999) that values
within the workplace are more similar than different on a broad level across cultures and
that there are significant differences between individual values. These researchers also
found that leaders‟ values across cultures show similar patterns in importance ranking.
Denison et al. (2002) compared results from nearly 450 organizations across numerous
cultures and also found that while there were significant differences, the profiles between
cultures were quite similar. Denison et al. (2002) were surprised by these results since so
much of the MNC values research supports the importance of culture differences. After
further analyzing their findings, they hypothesized that while there may be more
similarity in work cultures and highly ranked values, the ways these individual values are
expressed is likely quite variable and thus may explain the similarity in profiles. This
hypothesis, together with the findings by Haire, Ghiselli, and Porter (1966) and Elizur
and Sagie (1999) may help explain the findings in the present study as well. In other
words, values may be similarly ranked in overall importance across cultures, but how
these values are conceptually understood and behaviorally manifested may be
significantly different. It would be interesting to research this sample‟s understanding and
behavioral manifestations of their highly ranked values. It may be that differences would
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more clearly emerge between work value profiles. Of course, ethnocentrism in survey
design would likely create bias in any such measure since this is a prevalent issue in
cross-cultural research.
Independent-samples t-tests found statistically significant differences (p < .05)
between the means of three work values: Ability Utilization and Achievement were more
important values to the U.S. group, and Advancement was more important to the nonU.S. group. The U.S. participants valued using their skills and knowledge to their fullest
extent and appreciated realizing results that evidenced their success, but promotion was
not as important (see Table 13 below).
Table 14
Selected Work Values Means for U.S. and Non-U.S. Groups
Work Value

Group

N

Ability Utilization

U.S.

74

3.48

.366

Non-U.S.

73

3.34

.384

U.S.

74

3.39

.445

Non-U.S.

73

3.25

.376

U.S.

74

2.53

.756

Non-U.S.

73

2.78

.662

Achievement

Advancement

Mean Std. Deviation

t

Sig.

2.34

.021

1.976

.050

-2.170

.032

The non-U.S. respondents valued getting ahead at work and being recognized
with promotions and higher levels of responsibility. Achievement and Advancement are
related values in the sense that both are centered on realizing success and lend credence
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to McClelland‟s (1961) foundational work on motivation in which he argued that
differences in social action among societies can be explained through different dominant
motive patterns in their populations. McClelland posited three motives that comprised the
Leadership Motive Pattern: Power, Affiliation, and Activity Inhibition. Achievement and
Advancement as defined by The Values Scale instrument used in this study are similar to
McClelland‟s description of the n Achievement motive. McClelland showed that the
Achievement motive was associated with success at lower managerial levels but was not
associated with managerial success at higher levels (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982).
Interestingly, it is also notable that research by Elizur and Sagie (1999) found that two
values were more important to their managerial respondents than others: Interest and
Responsibility. The results of the present study, in which Ability Utilization and Power
were more important than the other values measured is somewhat consistent with Elizur
and Sagie‟s findings since their definitions of Interest and Responsibility share aspects of
the definition of Ability Utilization and Power. The results are also partially consistent
with McClelland & Boyatzis‟s (1982) findings with respect to the Power motive pattern
discovered in their research. Further research may help explain the differences found in
value rankings and the fact that values as a group did not significantly differ between
location but that individual values show differences. Perhaps there are differences in type
and availability of promotion opportunities between the U.S. and foreign offices or
significant differences in job description and responsibilities that may account for the
variable rankings. What the data do suggest is that reward for performance is important
for both the U.S. and non-U.S. groups, whether that reward is intrinsic or extrinsic.
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Hypothesis 2a: Work values predict team productivity when team age is
controlled.
Contrary to expectation, the results did not support the hypothesis that work
values are predictive of perceptions of productivity. However, the model for predicting
perceived productivity from age of the team was statistically significant, and one work
value, Economic Rewards, did reach statistical significance in the final regression model.
It should be noted that significance may have been reached at a p value of .05 for the full
model with the addition of 19 cases, assuming that the response pattern of these
additional sample members was consistent with the original data set. However, a
nonsignificant finding might also have been obtained.
In explaining the lack of full support for the model, several points are relevant.
First, researchers have had difficulty identifying the boundaries of team effectiveness and
operationalizing this construct (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). The problem lies in
distinguishing between determinant factors of the team and the key criteria of team
effectiveness. In other words, it is hard to determine the causal direction of the variables
due to their high degree of intercorrelation and their conceptual similarity. Furthermore,
the basic relationship between the outcomes and predictors over time is likely highly
reciprocal and therefore not amenable to traditional research paradigms (Cohen & Bailey,
1997). For example, work values not only influence effectiveness but team effectiveness
can also influence the values of a team‟s members. Additionally, research has linked
cultural values to a range of highly related team performance outcomes such as
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover, social integration, and perceived
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productivity, among other outcomes (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001; Pina et al., 2007). Team
effectiveness has thus emerged as a very broad construct encompassing many facets that
are believed to contribute to team success and that are thus hard to separate and measure
(Pina et al., 2007). It is possible that a larger sample size might have resulted in full
support for the hypothesis; however, the present findings do not provide basis for a strong
relationship between work values and productivity. Although team productivity and
performance motivators have been well researched constructs in the organizational
literature, the relationship between team productivity and values has not been nearly as
well addressed. Because of the lack of research, and the challenges involved in measuring
team performance in a way that gathers meaningful data, the validity and reliability of
existing measures is very limited. Thus, a possible explanation for lack of support for the
hypothesis is the lack of sensitivity that the selected measure for perceived productivity
offered the study. Although the measure‟s developers have contributed a large body of
research to the cross-cultural performance literature, their tool has been used in other
studies, and confirmatory factor analysis resulted in significant loadings for all 6 items,
validation studies have not been conducted to support the measure (Kirkman & Rosen,
1999b). It is difficult to make comparisons across teams because of the variance in the
characteristics of teams in relation to roles, position, and team compositions (Campion et
al., 1993). Culturally based variance in productivity definitions and use of measures add
another confounding lens to measurement. Some or all of these factors may be
responsible for the lack of model support.

105

Consistent with the literature, the length of time that a team spends working
together was found to impact perceptions of productivity (Haire, Ghiselli & Porter, 1966;
Smith et al., 1994). While values are clearly important, perhaps it is this factor more than
values that impact the efficacy of a team. Certainly many mitigating variables may be
influencing this finding, and these factors have been targeted in previous research (Cohen
& Bailey, 1997; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Pina et al., 2007). For example, perhaps less
productive team members have been removed from these teams over their tenure
together, or perhaps the longer a team works together the more skilled they become at
capitalizing on their strengths and compensating for their weaknesses. The results of this
study do not address the reasons for this finding but the support for this aspect of the
hypothesis supports other research findings.
Even though work values as a group did not predict productivity, one value did
relate to the productivity outcome variable: Economic Rewards. Perhaps not surprisingly,
it seems that workers across the cultures measured are highly motivated by financial
remuneration. However, it may be surprising to some that this value was valued more
highly than the other 14 values assessed. Research has supported that intrinsic motivators
such as personal satisfaction tend to be more highly related to quality of output than
economic remuneration (Amabile, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994). However, research into
this area using culturally diverse samples is somewhat lacking and should be addressed in
future studies.
Hypothesis 2b: Psychic distance predicts team productivity when team age is
controlled.
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The hypothesis was not rejected. Psychic distance (also called cultural distance in
the literature) was significantly related to team productivity. Psychic distance can be
understood as the subjectively experienced space between two countries (Beckerman,
1956; Hakanson & Ambos, 2010). Psychic distance is a concept comprised of factors
such as geographical distance, trade patterns, language differences, and differences in
assumptions, values, and ways of viewing the world.
The implications of this finding are clear – managers must be cognizant of
asymmetries in perceptions of cultures since likelihood of negative impacts on
productivity grows with increases in psychic distance between headquarters and foreign
affiliates. Firms considering expansion through merger, acquisition, joint venture or other
means should carefully evaluate the degree and nature of the psychic distance factors in
play. Taking an insular or rigid approach is dangerous for an MNC in that productivity
will likely be negatively impacted unless the degree of connectivity between locations is
addressed. Hakanson and Ambos (2010) make the point that one might expect psychic
distance perceptions to lessen over time due largely to advances in communication
technologies, but that studies, including their own 2010 study, continue to show stable
degrees of psychic distance. They hypothesize that this stability points to the importance
placed on other factors that contribute to the psychic distance construct, namely
geopolitical factors and military and economic rivalries that continue to play very
influential roles in country differences.
Perception of productivity is by definition a subjective measure. For reasons
discussed earlier, productivity was not measured in this study by analyzing and
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comparing financial data across business units. It could be that actual productivity in the
teams is not markedly different between the groups assessed in this study and that the
data is really tapping into another aspect of cultural variance, one that is more
psychological than behavioral. However, the support for this study‟s hypothesis is
consistent with other studies that have found a relationship between cultural variables and
performance outcomes (Bjorkman, Stahl, & Vaara, 2007; Datta, 1991; Shenkar, 2001;
Slangen, 2006; Stahl & Voigt, 2008; Zollo & Singh, 2004). Differences between cultures
in work teams are very often pointed to as a primary source of strained working
relationships, operational concerns, and performance problems (Drogendijk & Slangen,
2006; Shenkar, 2001). While the present study focused just on one performance outcome,
the results are consistent with expectation and support work from other researchers.
Hypothesis 2c: Degree of operational integration predicts team productivity when
team age is controlled.
The hypothesis was not rejected. The results of the study found that more
integrated approaches to operational processes related to higher levels of perceived
productivity and that the age of the team was a relevant mediating factor. Since few
studies have objectively measured degree of operational integration (DOI), this finding is
a particularly important contribution to the literature. DOI refers to the degree that a
team‟s operations, structures, systems, and ways of doing business are integrated with or
made to mirror the headquarters or center of operations. Pablo (1994) defines DOI as “the
making of changes on the functional activity arrangements, organizational structures, and
systems, and cultures of combining organizations to facilitate their consolidation into a
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functioning whole “ (p. 806). Caution is warranted in interpreting these results, however,
since the measure was originally developed to assess the success of blended teams under
a merger or acquisition (M&A) situation, and since there have been no validation studies
performed yet on the instrument (Slangen, 2006). Additionally, the findings of a
significant relationship may be unstable due to the low sample size, which of course
impacts the effect size. In spite of these drawbacks, the instrument used is reliable by
most standards (Cronbach‟s alpha of 0.88) and the DOI variable itself has the support of a
model based on a large meta-analysis of M&A success factors (Stahl and Voigt, 2008).
While there is general agreement that DOI and firm performance are likely related,
research is very limited. The results of this study found a relationship between DOI and
performance. This finding lends support for a proposition offered by Stahl and Voigt
(2010) that was based on meta-analysis of 46 cross-cultural mergers and acquisitions that
DOI and performance are related. When conducted well and supported by skilled and
culturally sophisticated leadership, a well crafted and delivered approach to operational
integration can create synergies between corporate cultures that have the likelihood of
contributing to positive performance outcomes such as perceived productivity. Although
not tested here, matching DOI to cultural values, psychic distance, and age of team may
also positively impact accounting-based measures. These factors create a performance
formula that, in combination with many other organizational factors, increase that
likelihood of multinational corporate success.
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Hypothesis 3: Profiles for groups categorized by degree of operational
integration (high, low) and psychic distance (high, low) are significantly different across
work values when team age is controlled.
The hypothesis was partially supported. The data indicated a statistically
significant interaction between psychic distance and work values, but a significant
interaction was not found between work values, DOI, and psychic distance. Thus, it
appears that work values and psychic distance are related, and that while there is a
relationship between values, psychic distance, DOI, and productivity, there does not
appear to be a difference in means across groups when allowing these independent
variables to all interact. This finding may be more indicative of the limits inherent with a
relatively small sample size, or reflective of the difficulty that the theory has in
measuring the variables under consideration, especially in a single explanatory model.
Post hoc t-tests found differences between the Advancement and Social Relations values
for both high and low levels of psychic distance indicating that getting ahead in
organizations and interacting socially both in and out of the workplace are important
across cultures.
Based on these results it may be that cross-cultural management teams would be
wise to provide opportunities for their workers to take on more responsibility with
commensurate rewards that are deemed valuable to their employees (i.e., promotion, pay
increases, other benefits), and to encourage and provide opportunities to develop social
ties both in and out of the workplace. These findings are supported by other research in
the management literature that has underscored the importance of offering advancement
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opportunities and other rewards that are tailored to the individual values and needs of its
workers (Coffman & Buckingham, 1999; Super, 1995).
In summary, the present study found differences in selected work values between
the U.S. group and the non-U.S. group but did not find a relationship between work
values and perceived productivity. Ability utilization, achievement, advancement, social
relations, and economic rewards were values that were statistically significantly different
across groups. The length of time that a team worked together was found to relate to
perceptions of productivity and psychic distance, which is an aggregation of cultural
differences at a national level, was found to predict perceptions of team productivity.
Degree of operational integration was related to productivity and an interaction was
found between psychic distance and work values. However, no interaction was found to
exist between the combined variables of work values, DOI, and psychic distance.
Limitations
The generalizability of the study‟s findings is limited by the small sample size. In
this case the small sample size makes the correlations between the variables unstable and
tenuous. In addition, the small sample size reflects the limited generalizability of the
results. The study evaluated a small number of participants in the two large participating
corporations and thus representativeness is restricted. Sample size is generally an issue
with team-based research as is selection bias. The researcher must question whether the
participants who chose to respond to the survey questions are similar in some ways that
compromise the representativeness of the findings. In spite of the modest sample size,
however, the representation of top-level leadership from the primary participating
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organization was high at approximately 85%. Additionally, this organization‟s sample
was drawn from every division of the company. Consequently, while the sample size was
limited, the strong cross-organization representativeness supports a conclusion that the
study findings cautiously support a fair degree of generalizability.
The study‟s findings are also limited by the validity of the measures. Because
team productivity has been so little researched and because of the challenges involved in
measuring team performance in a way that gathers meaningful comparative data, existing
measures are very limited. The measure used to assess degree of operational integration is
a self-report set of questions and thus lacks objectivity offered by more concrete and
behavioral measures of productivity such as return on investment data, balanced
scorecard data, unit profits and losses, and other financials. Additionally, Slangen‟s
(2006) set of items has not been validated. DOI is not a variable, though, that lends itself
to accurate measurement through study of corporate financials, and data analysis of
Slangen‟s instrument has produced a Cronbach‟s alpha of .88 indicative of an internally
consistent set of items.
A final limiting factor is directly related to the very nature of the present study:
cultural differences. Cross-cultural research is complicated by the difficulty that such
research presents in developing measures whose content and intention are interpreted
consistently across culturally diverse respondent groups (Ghorpade, Hattrup, & Lackritz,
1999). The current study used instruments that were developed by Western academics
and are thus prone to bias based on Westernized culturally created assumptions.
However, it should be noted that the primary tool used in this study, The Values Scale
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(Nevill & Super, 1989), was developed by an international consortium of vocational
psychologists from more than eleven European, American, and Asian countries as a part
of an international consortium of autonomous research teams and is thus less likely than
many other tools to suffer from cultural based measurement bias.
Implications and Recommendations
The research found differences in selected work values between the U.S. group
and the non-U.S. group. Organizations that ignore these differences may see an impact on
their performance. The research results found that the most important work values for the
U.S. participants were Ability Utilization, Achievement, Advancement, and Social
Relations. The most important values for the non-U.S. group were Advancement and
Social Relations. Consistent with these findings, leaders within the organizations that
participated in this study should consider aligning their reward structure with the values
of the individuals in their organizations. Thus, U.S. locations might wish to consider
identifying opportunities to utilize the full range of their workers‟ skills and knowledge,
reward efforts and performance with promotion, responsibility, and financial
remuneration, and offer opportunities to develop socially supportive networks both in and
outside of the workplace. Economic rewards were shown to relate to perceptions of
productivity; a finding that implies that other measures of productivity may be positively
impacted by economic rewards for team members. Rewards may or may not be uniform
across workers, however, with some groups responding more favorably to individualized
rewards and others responding better to standardized plans. This decision should be
informed by several factors such as industry, organizational life cycle, generation-based
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expectations, organizational culture, and national cultural values such as placement on
the long-established collectivistic-individualistic continuum (Coffman & Buckingham,
1999; Elizur & Sagie, 1999; Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 1999). As Geert Hofstede has
noted, management theories are culture-bound in the sense that they are a reflection of
the national environment in which they were created, and as a consequence cannot be
applied to another culture without sometimes-considerable adaptation.
As anticipated, the age of the team was related to perceived productivity. The
longer a team has worked together and the more comfortable and attuned members are to
individual differences, the greater the perceptions of team productivity. The implication
for organizations may be clear to the reader: seek to build longer tenured teams and be
cautious about bringing too many new members on board in close succession. Of course,
this may be challenging under a merger or acquisition situation since adjustments to
reporting structures and adoption of new team members is inevitable. If an organization is
going through a reorganization, measures of productivity should be reconsidered and
adjusted to include relevant benchmarks such as teaming capacity, conflict management
skill, and openness to innovation. It is also notable that the sample consisted primarily of
managerial level employees, which is defined as workers with at least one direct report.
Research has found that the impact of significant turnover of managers and leaders on
organizational output is generally more considerable than the impact of individual
contributor turnover, and that this impact is greater when the organization is a bicultural
or multicultural corporation versus a uniculturally operating company (Hofstede, 2001).
This research has implications for this study‟s findings, namely that team tenure may be
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highly related to productivity in part because of the high percentage of managerial level
participants in the study and because of the multinational status of the participating
corporations. Perhaps the exit of a manager or leader in multinational company has a
greater impact on perceptions of team productivity than would the exit of a nonmanagerial employee in a unicultural organization.
What constitutes a long-term team relationship with a team, though, is a relevant
point of clarification and influenced by many factors such as economic conditions,
industry, socio-cultural norms, and generational expectations, among other factors.
Research by Hirst (2009) found that team membership change was negatively associated
with team performance for long-serving teams. Nearly 30% of the present study‟s sample
reported team membership of less than a year and more than 30% reported team
membership between 1 and 3 years. Would perceptions of productivity have been even
higher if the bulk of team members were a part of their respective teams for longer than 3
years? The answer to this query requires analysis of many mediating variables beyond the
scope of this study, but the implication of this study‟s finding appears to support some
degree of longevity and relationship-building within multinational corporate teams.
The results of this study found that not only is DOI related to productivity, but
also that a more highly integrated approach to operational processes (versus an
autonomous approach) is related to higher levels of perceived productivity. In
understanding this finding, it should be recognized that degree of operational integration
is a complex and multifaceted variable that is relatively new to the literature and must be
carefully considered when blending cross-cultural teams. DOI is impacted by mode of
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international expansion, place in the organizational life cycle, the specific cultural
dynamics in play, market stressors, values and goals of the company, among many other
variables (Stahl & Voigt, 2008). Although this study did not set out to examine the
relationship between DOI and cultural values, the fact that the sampled teams operate
within multinational organizations implies a relationship between DOI and cultural
characteristics. Post hoc analyses (see Table 14 below) found statistically significant
correlations between DOI and four values: Advancement (p < .001), Prestige (p = .007).
Social Relations (p < .001), and Social Interaction (p = .030).
Table 15
Correlation Coefficients for DOI and Work Values (N = 148)
Work Value
Correlation Coefficient
Ability Utilization
-.008
Achievement
-.017
Advancement
.342**
Altruism
.126
Authority
.096
Autonomy
.011
Creativity
-.043
Economic Rewards
.119
Lifestyle
.073
Personal Development
.062
Prestige
.223**
Risk
.065
Social Relations
.330**
Social Interaction
.178*
Variety
.075
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Sig.
.920
.839
.001
.127
.244
.897
.606
.151
.376
.455
.007
.432
.001
.030
.368

These findings suggest that respondents in the sample who valued advancement,
status seeking opportunities, and occasions to create social connectedness both in and out
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of the workplace may perform more effectively in organizations that have a more
integrated operational structure instead of a more autonomous approach. Research has
found that moderate levels of cultural differences are associated with MNC team
performance and some degree of integration between entities (Hofstede, 2001; Hofstede,
1991; Stahl & Voigt, 2008). This research is consistent with the present study‟s finding
that higher integration levels are positively related to organizational productivity.
Management should expect, however, that performance would likely be negatively
impacted in the short term as newly formed or re-formed teams learn how to successfully
work together. The firm may be best served by finding a DOI that considers the nature of
the value-based differences and similarities and adjusts its operational approach
accordingly (Slangen, 2006; Stahl & Voigt, 2008; Williams & van Triest, 2009).
Conclusion
The current research set out to contribute to the cross-cultural management
literature by evaluating the relationship between work values of multinational corporate
teams and perceptions of team productivity, and by assessing the impact that psychic
distance, age of team, and operational structure integration have on productivity. The
study found that there was a significant interaction between work values and location.
Ability Utilization and Achievement were more important to the U.S. participants, and
Advancement was a more important work value to the non-U.S. participants. Contrary to
expectations, work values as a whole were not found to be significantly different nor to
predict perceived productivity. However, one value, Economic Rewards, was found to be
significantly related to perceived productivity. As expected, psychic distance was related
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to productivity, and team tenure moderated this relationship in that the longer teams
worked together the higher their reported levels of productivity. Degree of operational
integration, a new and largely unstudied variable in the literature, was found to relate to
perceptions of productivity. Further, higher levels of integration were more positively
related to productivity and the age of a team impacted this relationship. Finally, the study
found a significant interaction between psychic distance and work values such that
greater distance was associated with Advancement and Social Relations, but a
nonsignificant interaction was found between work values, DOI, and psychic distance.
Suggestions for Further Research
Further research is warranted into the impact that age of a team has on work value
development and team productivity. Age of team was treated as a conrol variable in this
study since it was not the focus of the research. As anticipated, its contribution to the
model was significant indicating that further research into this finding is warranted. Many
questions arise related to this area of exploration. For example, how impactful is a single
newly introduced team member‟s value set on the team dynamic and organizational
outcomes and how influential is organizational position on the nature of this impact? The
findings from this research study would suggest that new team members may have less of
an impact on productivity outcomes than the length of time that a team has worked
together, however, the study did not look at the relationship between organizational
position, values, and productivity. Research would also be valuable exploring the
differences in productivity across cultures based on the length of time a team has worked
together.
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Perception of productivity is, of course, only one means of measuring
organizational outcomes. Other measures of productivity such as those found through
financial data analyses, key performance indicators, market share, stockholder returns,
and balanced scorecard data offer a different lens through which to assess organizational
outcomes. The cross-cultural research field struggles with finding reliable and
meaningful means of measuring these performance outcomes across functional areas and
across teams. However, measuring the impact of cross-cultural interventions using
commonly used means as well as established business tracking metrics is necessary in
order to support value propositions for cross-cultural organizational development
engagements, and to track the efficacy of the work over time.
Degree of operational integration is a relatively new variable in the MNC
literature. This study‟s findings provide support for the influence that this variable has on
organizational outcomes yet many questions remain. Further research is necessary into
which aspects of organizational operations between affiliate locations are best kept
autonomous and which areas of operations are most effective if highly integrated with
headquarters. Additionally, the influence of other factors on DOI should be explored such
as market strategy, age of foreign office, product or service area, industry, and
organizational culture. Another direction for future study, and an area that has been
largely untouched by cross-cultural researchers, is exploration of the degree to which an
MNC‟s headquarters is affected by its foreign subsidiaries‟ cultures. This is a factor that,
whether consciously recognized or not, affects processes and procedures and has the
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potential to grow a company in positive ways including productivity and market
responsiveness.
Finally, investigating this study‟s finding that Economic Rewards was a crossculturally important value would further the literature. This finding conflicts with other
research that has found that intrinsic motivators such as personal satisfaction tend to be
more highly related to quality of output than economic remuneration (Amabile,
Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994). This finding might be explained by evaluating the current
global economic situation and country-specific financial forecasts, or may be a
consequence of characteristics related to the participants in this study. Perhaps sampling
participants from industries outside of manufacturing would deliver different results.
Sampling additional cultural groups would also enrich the dataset. Further investigation is
clearly warranted into the nature of the factors responsible for these data and into the
other components related to differences in work related values across cultures.
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Appendix A
Email Message Sent to Employees in Advance of Study
Dear Ms. Smith,
We would like to invite you to participate in an upcoming study of work related values in
multinational organizations. A research team from the University of Denver, Denver,
Colorado will be communicating with you soon to encourage your participation in this
important area of research. The study has been developed as a result of a joint effort
between Acme, Inc and University of Denver to assist in developing an understanding of
work values and their influence on multinational organizations. The results of this
collaborative venture will be used to better understand how Acme can leverage cultural
value differences amongst our international offices to create more satisfying and
productive work teams.
The study involves the completion of an online questionnaire. Your participation is
voluntary and will be completely anonymous. There is no possible means to
electronically, or by any other means, trace respondents‟ personal identities. An
electronic link will be provided in another communication at the end of the month that
will make the questionnaire available once you click on it. The research leader from the
University of Denver, Kelly Kinnebrew M.S., will make her contact information
available in the email invitation and is happy to answer any questions you may have
regarding this study. We strongly encourage your participation. By being involved in this
study, you are taking advantage of a valuable opportunity to add positively to your work
experience with Acme Inc. and help our international teams work more effectively
together.
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Appendix B
Informed Consent for Electronic Survey
Dear Acme, Inc. Leader:
We would like to invite you to participate in our study of multinational work teams. The results of
this questionnaire will help us understand how Acme, Inc. can leverage cultural value differences
amongst our international offices to create more satisfying and productive work teams. This
project is being supervised by Dr. Patrick Sherry, Associate Professor of Counseling Psychology,
University of Denver, Denver, CO 80208, (303) 871-2495, psherry@du.edu.
If you participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey (enter survey at
bottom of page). Participation should take about 45 minutes of your time. Questions and/or
statements will be on a number of topics, including questions related to your work-related values,
your perceptions of how autonomous or integrated your location‟s operations are with
headquarters, and your perception of how your team works together. You will also be asked to
provide answers to a short demographic questionnaire. Your responses will be completely
anonymous. That means that no one, including the research team from the University of Denver,
will be able to connect your identity with the information that you provide. Your responses will
not be shared with anyone, and will only be aggregated to arrive at average values. Please do not
include your name anywhere on the survey. Consent to participate is indicated when you enter the
survey website.
Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary, and the risks associated with it are minimal.
While we encourage you to answer every question or statement, we respect your right to choose
not to answer any items that may make you feel uncomfortable. If you experience any discomfort
whatsoever, you may discontinue your participation at any time. Should you decide to withdraw
your participation for any reason, simply exit the website without submitting your answers.
Only researchers at the University of Denver will analyze responses. Final summary reports will
present trends and percentages. No information that could identify an employee will be reported.
You may request a copy of the results of this study in approximately 6 months by contacting
psherry@du.edu.
If you have any concerns or complaints about this study, please contact Dennis Wittmer, PhD,
Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, at 303-871-2431 or Sylk
Sotto-Santiago, Research Compliance Manager, at 303-871-4052, or write to either at the
University of Denver, Office of Sponsored Programs, 2199 S. University Blvd., Denver, CO
80208-2121.
The questionnaire must be completed by XXX, XX, 2010. You may print this page for your
records. Thank you for your participation.
Please enter the survey here: Input the survey link here
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Appendix C
Demographic Questionnaire
Please answer the following biographical questions about yourself. These will be used for
statistical analysis only.
For the following questions, please place a checkmark in the area to the left of the option
that best applies to you.
1. Which of the following categories includes your age?
____ Less than 18
____ 18 to 29
____ 30 to 39
____ 40 to 49
____ 50 to 59
____ 60 or older
2. What is your gender?
____ Male
____ Female
3. Of which of the following groups are you a member? [Appropriate ethnic groups will
be entered after the sample has been identified.]
1. Xxxxxxxx
4. Xxxxxxxx
2. Xxxxxxxx
5. Xxxxxxxx
3. Xxxxxxxx
6. Other: ____________________________
4. How long have you lived in the country in which you currently reside?
____ Less than six months
____ Six to twelve months
____ One to three years
____ Four to six years
____ Seven to ten years
____ Over ten years
5. Which of the following best describes your present position?
135

____ Mid-level manager
____ Top executive
6. How long have you held this position either with your current employer or while
working with another organization?
____ Less than one year
____ One to three years
____ Four to six years
____ Seven to ten years
____ Over ten years
7. How long have you worked for this organization?
____ Less than one year
____ One to three years
____ Four to six years
____ Seven to ten years
____ Over ten years
8. How long have you been a part of your current team at this office location?
____ Less than six months
____ Six to twelve months
____ One to three years
____ Four to six years
____ Seven to ten years
____ Over ten years
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Appendix D
The Values Scale (Nevill & Super, 1989)
While the researcher has been provided a copy of the complete assessment,
copyright laws protect the Values Scale and thus is may not be reproduced in another
document. A copy of the Values Scale can be obtained by contacting CPP, Inc. A written
request may be sent to the following address:
CPP, Inc.
1055 Joaquin Road, 2nd Floor
Mountain View, CA 94043
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Appendix E
Degree of Operational Integration (Slangen, 2006)
The degree of operational integration is the extent to which a multinational organization‟s
headquarters leadership team exerts influence over the organization‟s branch office.
For each of the following organizational functions, please indicate how autonomous your
team‟s operations are using a 5-point scale where 1 = highly autonomous from
headquarters‟ ways of operating, and 5 = highly integrated with headquarters‟ ways of
operating.
Highly
Autonomous
1
2
3

4

Highly
Integrated
5

___1. Procurement
___2. Product/service design
___3. Research and development
___4. Production/service process
___5. The use of brand names
___6. Packaging of products and/or services
___7. Pricing of products and/or services
___8. Marketing and sales promotion
___9. The design of reward systems
___10. Job design
___11. Selection and training of employees
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Appendix F
Team Productivity Scale (from Kirkman & Rosen, 1999)
Please respond to each question using a 7-point scale where 1 = strongly disagree and
7 = strongly agree.
Strongly
Disagree
1
2

3

4

Strongly
Agree
5
6

7

___1. My team meets or exceeds its goals
___2. My team completes its tasks on time
___3. My team makes sure that products and services meet or exceed quality
standards
___4. My team responds quickly when problems come up
___5. My team is a productive team
___6. My team successfully solves problems that slow down our work
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